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11 : P) facilities. This discussion
12 i , objectives, ici s, otherregulations and plans of
13 i ]
14
15
16
17 Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, defines Img
18 Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mappir
19 Williamson Act contract lands, includin
20 and Yolo Bypass upstream of th
21 economics of agricultural pro
22 recreation facilities is descrlbed hapter 15, Recreation.
23 This section does not describe the land use setting or potential project effects in the SWP and CVP
24 Export Serv1ce Areas (Export Service Areas). This topic is addressed in Chapter 30, Growth
25 Inducement. 5

26 13.1.1  Potential Environmental Effects Area

ypass: Yolo, Solano, Contra Costa, San Joaquin, Sacramento, and Alameda Counties
Although the study area includes the statutory Delta, Yolo Bypass, Suisun Marsh,

ta:Conservation Plan (BDCP) alternative.

33 13.1.1.1 Existing Land Uses in the Study Area
34 This section identifies and characterizes the existing land uses in the study area based on recent
35 aerial imagery and county general plans. General plan land use designations for the six counties and
36 two cities (Oakley and Lathrop) are discussed in Sections 13.2.3.3 and 13.2.3.4 below.
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

Statutory Delta

The statutory Delta totals 738,000 acres including approximately 538,000 acres of agricultural land
uses, 60,000 acres of open water, and 64,000 acres of urban and commercial land uses. The
remainder of the region presently consists of open space and wildlife habitat.

As part of the Johnston-Baker-Andal-Boatwright Delta Protection Act of 1992 (Delta Protection Act),
the Delta Protection Commission (DPC) designated primary and secondary land management zones
within the Delta (Figure 13-1). The Primary Zone of the Delta encompasses approximately 78 ;
square miles, or 500,000 acres, primarily used for farming. This zone extends over the City of

Vista and portions of Alameda, Contra Costa, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, and Yolo Counti
Unincorporated towns lying along the Sacramento River in the Primary Zone include Clarksb
Courtland, Hood, Locke, Walnut Grove, and Ryde (Delta Protection Commission 2010
Secondary Zone of the Delta consists of approximately 238,000 acres and is defin

of the Secondary Zone (Delta Protection Commission 2007).

Alameda County

A small portion of the study area overlays the extrem
portion of the county is primarily characterized by ag

Contra Costa County

ra Costa County. Land uses in the eastern

Proposed project activities would occur in ¢
burban residential, commercial light industrial,

part of the county are primarily agt
and open space. The city of Oakle
activities would occur in the easter!
County into Contra Costa County. The Fiapl¢'s Tract State Recreation Area falls within this part of
Contra Costa County.

Sacramento Count

Proposed projectiactivities would occur in the southwestern portion of Sacramento County. Land
uses in the southwestern portion of the county are agricultural, rural, suburban residential,

The study area includes the western portion of San Joaquin County. This portion of the county is
primarily agricultural but also includes areas of open space, particularly along riparian corridors, as
well as some rural residential land uses.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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Solano County

The southeastern portion of Solano County is within the study area. This portion of the county is
characterized primarily by agricultural land uses and open space but the southern portion of this
area also contains some suburban residential development. Rural residential land use is sparse but
scattered throughout this portion of the county as well. Solano County also contains Suisun Marsh,
the largest contiguous brackish water marsh remaining on the west coast of North America.

Suisun Marsh

At 116,000 acres, the Suisun Marsh includes 52,000 acres of managed wetlands, 27,700 a

uses that support the economic viability of agricul
limited to recreation-oriented uses, which i

demand for recreation increases,
facilities. A water-dependentindu
of Montezuma Slough and north of the.Sacramento River near Collinsville. This area is specifically
designed to accommodate industrial de' ment along the Sacramento River. This waterfront
represents one of the few remammg undeveloped areas with deep-water access in the San Francisco
Bay Area.

Yolo County

The Yolo Bypass, aleveed, 59,000-acre floodplain, traverses the county from the Sutter County-Yolo
County Line, near the Fremont Weir in the north, to the Yolo County-Solano County line in the south.
The Yolo Bypass conveys floodflows generated by runoff from the Sacramento River watershed.
Within this flood management context, most of the land within the Yolo Bypass is farmed, with a
smaller amount (located largely in the southern portion of the Yolo Bypass within the statutory

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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Delta) dedicated to publically- and privately-managed wetlands (Jones & Stokes 2001). Land use
within the Yolo Bypass is restricted by easements held through the Sacramento-San joaquin
Drainage District, as amended by the State of California Reclamation Board (Reclamation Board)
(Jones & Stokes 2001). However, these easements do not restrict the use of the land within the Yolo
Bypass for agricultural and managed wetland (duck club) activities.

13.2 Regulatory Setting

This section identifies and discusses the federal, state, and local plans, policies, and regulationst
govern land use in the study area. ; '

13.2.1 Federal Plans, Policies, and Regulations

13.2.1.1 Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge Comprehe
Conservation Plan f

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) prepared the Stonéﬁakes ional W dlife Refuge
ife, plants, other natural

initiatives. Management efforts expand and diversify
species at risk. The CCP promotes cooperative farmi

nides development and management of
sic patterns and is consistent with local, state,

o Preserve, enhance, and restore a diverse assemblage of native Central Valley plant communities
and their associated fish; wildlife, and plants.

.of habitat fragmentation on wildlife and plants.

dinate refuge land acquisition and management activities with other agencies and
organizations to maximize the effectiveness of refuge contributions to regional habitat needs.

o Provide for environmental education, interpretation, and fish- and wildlife-oriented recreation
in an urban setting accessible to large populations.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
EIR/EIS 13-4 ICF 00674.11

ED_000733_DD_NSF_00001825-00004



California Department of Water Resources Land Use

o Manage riverine wetlands and adjacent floodplain lands in a manner consistent with local, state,
and federal flood management, sediment and erosion control, and water quality objectives.

13.2.2 State Plans, Policies, and Regulations

13.2.2.1 1992 Delta Protection Act

The Delta Protection Act identified the Delta as a natural resource of statewide significance and
formalized the state’s commitment to preserve its diverse values. The purpose of the Delta '
Protection Act is to ensure protection, maintenance, and enhancement of the Delta environmen
ensure orderly and balanced use of the Delta land resources; and improve flood protectlo to
increase public health and safety.

February 1995 and updated in 2010. With the adoption of the m”
amendments by DPC, all local governments, as definediin Public €50
must submit to the DPC proposed amendments that will be
defined in Government Code Section 65300 et seq., being consi
the Primary Zone of the Delta. :

s Code Section 29725,
into their general plans, as
t with respect to lands located in

In November 2009, the Delta Protection Act was am nded by SB 1 X7, also known as the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act. In addition: to changing the size and composition of the
Delta Protection Commission, the DPCWwas’ quired o submit recommendatlons to the Leglslature
regarding expansion or changest (
2010, in particular with regards to"
Cosumnes/Mokelumne floodway, a
DPC with developing a proposal to protect enhance, and sustain the unique cultural historical,
recreational, agricultural dnd economic values of the Delta as an evolving place, in a manner

tdge Area. This proposal was to be considered and incorporated into the
icil’s Delta Plan. The Council and the Delta Plan are described in more detail

a Primary Zone are subject to review by DPC for consistency with the
' plan DPC does not have land use authority, but it can suspend local projects under an
ocess while it reviews them for con51stency with the Delta Protectlon Act and the Land Use

Delta Protection Commission Land Use and Resource Management Plan

The mission of the DPC is to adaptively protect, maintain, and where possible, enhance and restore
the overall quality of the Delta environment consistent with the Delta Protection Act, and the Land

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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1 Use and Resource Management Plan for the Primary Zone. This includes, but is not limited to,
2 agriculture, wildlife habitat, and recreational activities. The goal of the Commission is to ensure
3 orderly, balanced conservation and development of Delta land resources and improved flood
4 protection. DPC is updating the Land Use and Resource Management Plan for the Primary Zone of the
5 Delta to account for a variety of important events and changing needs.
6 The plan outlines the long-term land use requirements for the Delta. The goals of the plan as set out
7 in the Delta Protection Act are to:
8 Protect, maintain, and where possible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the Delta
9 environment, including but not limited to agriculture, wildlife habitat, and recreational activitie
10 '
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19 : i n as the Sacramento-San
20 Joaquin Delta Reform Act. The centerpiece of the Delta bll reated a new Delta Stewardship Council
21 (DSC) and gave this body broad oversight of Delta planning and resource management. The Council
22 is tasked with developing, adopting, and commenging imp mentation of a long-term plan (the
23 “Delta Plan”) which emphasizes the coequal geals ofproviding a more reliable water supply for
24 California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta ecosystem” Water Code section
25 85300(a)) as foundation for state decisions lta management. In addition, the Council must:
26 o Include measures in the Delta P hote statewide water conservation, water use
27 efficiency, and sustainable use of'w well as improvements to water conveyance/storage
28 and operation of both to achieve the coequal goals.
29 c Include measuresi he Delta Plan which attempt to reduce risks to people, property, and state
30 i elta by promoting effective emergency preparedness, appropriate land uses,
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38 The Delta Plan will generally cover five topic areas and goals: increased water supply reliability,
39 restoration of the Delta ecosystem, improved water quality, reduced risks of flooding in the Delta,
40 and protection and enhancement of the Delta. The Delta Stewardship Council does not propose
41 constructing, owning, or operating any facilities related to these five topic areas. Rather, the Delta
42 Plan sets forth regulatory policies and recommendations that seek to influence the actions,

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

activities, and projects of cities and counties and state, federal, regional, and local agencies toward
meeting the goals in the five topic areas.

The Delta Stewardship Council is in the process of developing the Delta Plan. An interim plan has
been developed that includes “recommendations for early actions, projects, and programs,” and is
primarily a resource management document. The land use objectives of the interim Delta Plan rely
on the general plans of the various Delta counties and incorporated areas. For this reason, this
chapter does not separately evaluate the consistency of the alternatives with provisions of the
interim Delta Plan.

If the proposed BDCP is completed and approved by the California Department of Fish and,,_,_’
(DFG), the Delta Stewardship Council must consider the BDCP and include it in the Delta Plan
required by the Delta Reform Act (Water Code section 85320 et seq.). The Delta Refori "

provide comments to other agencies during the BDCP process.
13.2.2.3 California Department of Parks and R

General Plan for Brannan Island and Franks Tract St

The General Plan for Brannan Island and Franks Tract
the California State Park and Recreation Commission

interpretive recommendations for the two SRA
land use, development, and operation of thest

management zones for the park (
management zones establish the ba
overall resource management, interp:

nent of Parks and Recreation 1987). These
lanning strategies that are consistent with the
recreation use goals.

The purpose of Brannan Island SRA is “to make permanently available to the people the opportunity
to use and enjoy a ion of the Delta Region of California and its extensive inland waterways.” In

cilities and opportunities for the enjoyment of a variety of water-
activities, consistent with the declared purpose of the unit.” The
d SRA focus on maintaining and enhancing the natural resources in the
relevant to the restoration actions proposed under the alternatives

itrol exotic and undesirable plant species.
o Revegetate with indigenous plant species where appropriate.
= Restore and enhance riparian and freshwater wetland ecosystems.

o Protect and enhance existing rare and endangered plant habitat.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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o Perpetuate suitable habitat for animal species that are threatened, endangered, or of special
concern.

The purpose of Franks Tract SRA is “to perpetuate as a recreation resource, the flooded island in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta known as ‘Franks Tract,” and to provide permanently the opportunity
for water-related recreational activities...”; in addition, “the function of the Department of Parks and
Recreation at Franks Tract State Recreation Area is to provide facilities and services for public
enjoyment of the features and recreational opportunities afforded by this unit.” The policies for
Franks Tract SRA, which encompasses the inundated islands of Franks Tract and Little Frank:
focus on maintaining water quality, protecting soils, and protecting and enhancing habitat and
species. Some of the management goals relevant to the restoration actions proposed under ;
alternatives evaluated in this EIR/EIS are as follows. "

o Recommend and support all measures to maintain the quality and flow of hyd
affecting the unit.

o Control Himalaya berry and other exotic plant species.

o Landscape with desirable or indigenous plant species.

o Protect and reestablish riparian and freshwater wetland ec gyst
o Locate, protect, and manage existing rare and end

o Develop a wildlife management plan.

concern.

13.2.2.4 California Department f Fish and Game

managed under the California Fish and*Ganie Code and Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations.

Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan

DFG’s prepared

c  Guidethem

rect the management of the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area in a manner that promotes cooperative
relationships with adjoining private-property owners.

o Establish a descriptive inventory of the sites and the wildlife and plant resources that occur in
the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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1 o Provide an overview of the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area’s operation, maintenance, and personnel
2 requirements to implement management goals, and serve as a planning aid for preparation of
3 the annual budget for the Bay-Delta Region (Region 3).
4 o Present the environmental documentation necessary for compliance with state and federal
5 statutes and regulations, provide a description of potential and actual environmental impacts
6 that may occur during plan management, and identify mitigation measures to avoid or lessen
7 these impacts.
8 The land management plan identifies eight elements and eight goals that provide broad guida
9 management of the Yolo Bypass Wwildlife Area and tasks to achieve those goals The goals f
10
11
12 enhancing aquatic, riparian, and upland communities.
13 Lower Sherman Island Wildlife Area Land Management Plan
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 species that use the wildlife area.
21 o Provide an overview of the property’s ope mand maintenance and of the personnel
22 requirements associated with im leme';\ n" gement goals.
23 o Presentthe environmental do : mentatio necessary for compliance with state and federal
24 statutes and regulations, provide a descrlpt of potentially significant environmental impacts
25 that may occur during plan mana nd identify mitigation measures to avoid or lessen
26 these impacts (California Departme ish and Game 2007b).
27 The land manager nhas 11 elements and identifies 34 goals that describe the management of
28 each element and nded long-term results and 142 tasks that identify individual projects or
29 work elements th ple: en the goals (California Department of Fish and Game 2007). The goals
30 contained in the B ical Element of the plan all promote habitat restoration or enhancement of
31 riparian areas andmarsh.and aquatic ecosystems or preventing the introduction and spread of
32 invasive species n the management area. These goals are relevant to the restoration activities
23 ; :
34
35 o0
36 implementation of one or more of the BDCP alternatives. Although the project proponents are not

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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1 necessarily required to comply with County General Plans and Policies?, it is important for CEQA
2 and NEPA compliance purposes to identify relevant land use plans, policies, and regulations that are
3 adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Relevantlocal plans,
4 policies, and regulations, county plans, as well as the general plans for the cities of Oakley and
5 Lathrop are discussed below. Relevant regional or local habitat conservation plans (HCPs) and
6 natural communities conservation plans (NCCPs) are presented in the Regulatory Setting in Chapter
7 12, Terrestrial Biological Resources.
g8 13.2.3.1 San Francisco Bay Plan
9 The San Francisco Bay Plan, which was developed to guide the future protection and use of
10 P
11
12 amendments to the Bay Plan. The McAteer-Petris Act, which first established the €
13 temporary basis was then revised to direct the SFBCDC to carry out the plan ~
14
15
16
17
18
19 Industry; Port. Other land designations that the Plan i "entlf' si dal Marsh, Salt Pond, and
20 Managed Wetland.
21 13.2.3.2 Suisun Marsh Protection Ac i
22 In 1974, the California Legislature passed the SuisunMarsh Protectlon Act, designed to preserve the
23 Suisun Marsh from residential, commerci rial development. The act directed the San
24 Francisco Bay Conservationand De 1o ission (SFBCDC) and DFG to prepare a
25 protection plan for the Suisun Ma h “to pr he integrity and assure continued wildlife use” of
26 ‘onducted by SFBCDC involved preparation and tentative
27 ' g reports, which provided the information needed to
28
29
30
31 The objectives of:
32 Suisun Marsha
33 i ’
34
35
36
37
38 ction program. SFBCDC would represent the state’s interest, serving as the land use permitting
39 agency for major projects in the primary managementarea, and as an appellate body with limited

1 Sections 53091 and 53096 of the California Government Code exempt the “location or construction of facilities
for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water” from regulation under local zoning

ordinances.
Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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1 functions in the secondary management area (San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
2 Commission 2007).
3 Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program
4 Under the Suisun Marsh Protection Act, Solano County is required to bring general plan policies,
5 regulations, programs, and operating procedures into conformity with the provision of the Suisun
6 Marsh Protection Act and the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan through the preparation of alocal
7 protection program. Solano County’s component of the local protection program includes general
8 plan policies and other policies, programs, and regulations to preserve and enhance the wildlife
9 habitat of the Suisun Marsh and to ensure retention of upland areas adjacent to the mars
10 compatible with its protection (Solano County 2008).
11
12
13
14 \
15 promote habitat protection, restoration, and enhancement and are relg he restoration
16 activities proposed under the action alternatives evaluated in thi EIR
17 13.2.3.3 County General Plans
18 This section identifies relevant goals, objectives, and p ctes velatedite land use in adopted local
19 general plans of the six counties within the Primary Z e { the Delta: Alameda, Contra Costa,
20 Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, and Yolo. These ies have incorporated policies developed by
21 DPC under the Delta Protection Act into their general plar Land zoning codes, which enables
22 implementation of the Land Use and Resource’Management Plan for the Primary Zone of the Delta at
23 the county level. The Primary Zone lands generally are designated for agriculture or special Delta
24 resources in their respective geners ' g codes allow a variety of uses in the Primary
25 Zone: agriculture and agriculturally outdoor recreation; wildlife habitat; public
26 facilities; and limited areas for comm ustrial, and rural residential development. The parcel
27 sizes specified in the general plans and g codes range from 5 to 160 acres, with most of the
28 Primary Zone in the 20- to80-acre minimum parcel sizes.
29 Alameda Cou
30 East County Area
31
32
33
34 vember 2000, Alameda County approved the Save Agriculture and Open Space Lands
35 easure D; effective date, December 22, 2000). The initiative amended portions of the
36 nty general plan, including the ECAP. The current general plan incorporates the revisions called
37 for by the initiative (Alameda County 2000).
38 The portion of Alameda County potentially affected by the project is designated as Large Parcel
39 Agriculture, which is intended mainly for low-intensity agriculture and grazing, and related uses;
40 Resource Management, which is intended primarily for land designated for long-term preservation
41 as open space but may include low intensity agriculture, grazing, and very low density residential
Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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use; or Major Public, which provides for governmentowned regional and subregional facilities such
as hospitals, jails, colleges, civic centers, and similar and compatible uses.

Contra Costa County

Contra Costa County General Plan

A comprehensive update to the Contra Costa County General Plan was adopted on January 18, 2005,
to guide future growth, development, and resource conservation through 2020 (Contra Cos
County 2005). Amendments to the general plan occurred in 1996 and 2005 to reflect changes
land use map and the incorporation of the city of Oakley, and the Housing Element was upds
2009 (Contra Costa County 2010). o

The primary land use designations and allowed uses associated with each in thep
Costa County potentially affected by the proposed project are listed below.

AgricultureCore: This designation applies to and attempts to protectl

o Public/Semi-Public: This designation applies to piib
stations, schools), transportation corridors, a ~and privately owned utility corridorslt
) e cdr‘z’%mercial uses.

Agricultural Lands designatio
land use permit include: maring

Resources designation are limited t e low- to medium-intensity establishments that do not
rely on urban levels ofzsgrvice or infrastructure, i.e., a public water or sewer system, and which
will not drawilarge ¢oncentrations of people to flood-prone areas.

ing area east of Jersey Island Road. The base dwelling of this area is 1 unit per 5 acres.
density shall be increased through a bonus program if the applicant participates in the
Readenﬂal Projects program or purchases development rights for land with an Agricultural
Land designation.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
EIR/EIS 13-12 ICF 00674.11

ED_000733_DD_NSF_00001825-00012



R OB WN e

WS
[ RN o)

[y
W N

[
~N Oy U

N N N =
N b O WO 0

NN DN
92 BN

NN DN
(ool B @)

29

30

31
32
33
34

35
36

37
38
39
40
41

California Department of Water Resources Land Use

o Commercial: This designation allows a broad range of commercial uses compatible with small-
scale communities and along thoroughfares such as retail, personal services, and limited office
and financial uses.

o Single-Family Residential - Very Low: This designation allows a maximum density of 0.9
detached single family dwelling units per acre and accessory structures incidental to the
primary use. Activities and other uses allowed in this area are those consistent with a rural
lifestyle including keeping a small number of livestock, childcare facilities, and churches.

o Single-Family Residential - Low: This designation allows the same land uses as the Sin
Family Residential - Very Low designation but the maximum density allowed is 1.0-2.9 dw
units per acre.

o Single-Family Residential - Medium: This designation allows the same land us

4.9 dwelling units per acre.

1

o Single-Family Residential - High: This designation allows the same ld
Family Residential - Very Low, Low, and Medium designations but t
allowed is 5.0-7.2 dwelling units per acre with attached single fa 1
some specific areas.

1

family residences up to a maximum density of 7.3
as mobile home parks and accessory structures aug
this area as well as secondary uses such as chur,

Agricultural Cropland and Resource Conservation (combining designation): The Agricultural
Cropland designation represents agricultural lands most suitable for intensive agricultural activities
including row crops, tree crops, irrigated grains, and dairies. Residential uses at 1 unit per 40 acres
are also considered suitable in this area. The Resource Conservation combining designation
identifies areas with special resource management needs. The designation targets certain natural

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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resources as being important on the Land Use Diagram while recognizing the validity of the
underlying land use designation. The intent is to develop programs and incentives to assist land
owners with resource protection and enhancement. Compliance with the Resource Conservation
designation relies on the voluntary support of landowners who seek cooperative conservation
agreements with the County.

Natural Preserve: The purpose of this designation is to identify critical natural habitat for priority
resource protection. The designation includes riparian Valley Oak woodland and permanent or
seasonal marshes with outstanding wildlife value. Natural Preserve lands are designated on oth
public and privately owned land. Preserve boundaries do not include intensively farmed areas. *

Industrial Intensive: This land use designation allows for manufacturing and relatéd ac
including research, processing, warehousing, and supporting commercial uses, the inténsive

1ess and professional
‘comthercial operations.
ric development patterns,

kro' ks;japprommately 32.5to 73.5 persons per acre.
condominiums, and group housing. These uses

centers.

Low-Density Residential: This designé ion provides for areas of predominantly single family
housing with some attached housmg units. It allows urban densmes between one and twelve
dwelling units p#

persons per ac

crﬁﬁqento County General Plan planning horizon ended in 2010. [n 2002, the county
; ‘st comprehensive update of its general plan since it was adopted in 1993 and
o complete that processin 2010. After a pause in the process in late 2010, the process has

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County General Plan Goals and Policies

The San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 was adopted on July 29, 1992. The general plan intends to
provide guidance for future growth in a manner that preserves the county’s natural and nral assets.
Most of the urban growth is directed to existing urban communities.

The study area includes area with land use designations of General Agriculture and Open
Space/Resource Conservation under the San Joaquin County general plan. Those designation
defined as follows:

General Agriculture: This designation applies to areas suitable for agriculture outs de areas
planned for urban development where the soils are capable of producing a wide yari
and/or supporting grazing; parcel sizes are generally large enough to support con
agricultural activities; and there exists a commitment to commercial agriculture:i
Williamson Act contracts and/or capital investments. Typical uses include ¢
grain storage and sales, crop spraying, and animal raising and sales.

Open Space/Resource Conservation: The Open Space/Resou""
provides for areas with significant resources that generally are

0 cfeqs Element that are
ounty 1992).

proposed uses will not have significant im
resource. '

o Open Space Policy 4: Areas
predominantly maintained as

nal experience.

ids Policy 5: Agricultural areas shall be used principally for crop production,

ith agricultural operations and shall satisfy the following criteria:

use requires a location in an agricultural area because of unusual site area
Jrequirements, operational characteristics, resource orientation, or because it is providing a
¥ service to the surrounding agricultural area;

The operational characteristics of the use will not have a detrimental impact on the
management or use of surrounding agricultural properties;

The use will be sited to minimize any disruption to the surrounding agricultural operations;
and

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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The use will not significantly impact transportation facilities, increase air pollution, or
increase fuel consumption.

San Joaquin County General Plan Update

San Joaquin County is in the process of updating their general plan.

Solano County

Solano County General Plan Goals and Policies

The Solano County General Plan was adopted on August 5, 2008. The Agriculture and Resourc
Elements of the general plan address conservation of agricultural land. The generalnb\lan isth
for both land development and conservation in the unincorporated portions of
and contains the policy framework necessary to fulfill the community’s vision for:
2030.

permits aquatlc and wildlife habitat, marsh-oriented recr
compatible with the marsh environment and marsh hak
educational facilities supportive of and Compatible,,; i

special resource management needs by requi
proposed in these locations and providin 0,
(Solano County 2008). The following policies contai ed in the general plan area relevant to the
proposed project.

Agriculture Element

= Policy AG.P-4: Requirge farmland conversion mitigation for either of the followingactions:

ecognize that agriculture is to be the predominant land use in the Dixon
Maine Prairie, Montezuma Hills, Ryer [sland, and Winters regions. These are

o Policy RS. P-1: Protect and enhance the county’s natural habitats and diverse plant and animal
communities, particularly occurrences of special-status species, wetlands, sensitive natural
communities, and habitat connections.
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

Policy RS. P-2: Manage the habitat found in natural areas and ensure its ecological health and
ability to sustain diverse flora and fauna.

Policy RS. P-3: Focus conservation and protection efforts on high-priority habitat areas
depicted in Figure RS-1 of the general plan.

Policy RS. P-4: Together with property owners and federal and state agencies, identify feasible
and economically viable methods of protecting and enhancing natural habitats and biological
resources. :

Policy RS. P-5: Protect and enhance wildlife movement corridors to ensure the health an
term survival of local animal and plant populations. Preserve contiguous habltat areas.t
increase habitat value and to lower land management costs. §

Policy RS. P-6: Protect oak woodlands and heritage trees and encourage th
tree species in new developmentsand along road rights-of-way.

Policy RS. P-7: Preserve and enhance the diversity of habitats in marshe:
these unique wildlife resources.

essential to the integrity of the marshes.

‘status, either as tidal

Policy RS. P-9: Encourage restoration of historic. ]
ger used for waterfowl

marshes or managed wetlands. When managed w
hunting, restore them as tidal marshes.

Policy RS.P-11: The County shall protecti
tidal marshes, seasonal marshesand lowl;
related wildlife. ' k

rsh waterways, managed and natural wetlands,
grasslands which are critical habitats for marsh

Policy RS.P-12: Existing uses should continue in the upland grasslands and cultivated areas
surroundingtheriti al'habitats of the Suisun Marsh in order to protect the Marsh and preserve
valuable marsh-related wildlife habitats. Where feasible, the value of the upland grasslands and

”"z'mg and grain production, should be maintained in the Secondary Management Area. [n the
event such uses become infeasible, other uses compatible with protection of the Marsh should
be permitted.

Policy RS.P-16: The County shall ensure that development in the County occurs in a manner
which minimizes impacts of earth disturbance, erosion and water pollution.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

= Policy RS.P-17: The County shall preserve the riparian vegetation along significant County
waterways in order to maintain water quality and wildlife habitat values.

o Policy RS.P-20: The goals, policies, and provisions of the Land Use and Resource Management
Plan for the Primary Zone of the Delta are incorporated by reference. Ensure that all public and
private management and development activities within the Primary Zone of the Delta are
consistent with the goals, policies and provisions of the Land Use and Resource Management
Plan for the Primary Zone of the Delta as adopted and as may be amended by the Delta _
Protection Commission. y

o Policy RS.P-21: Preserve and protect the natural resources of the Delta including soils and
riparian habitat. Lands managed primarily for wildlife habitat should be managed to
inter-related habitats.

= Policy RS.P-23: Ensure that extension of new utilities and infrastructure faci
those that support uses and development outside the Delta is consistent with

= Policy RS.P-24: Protect the unique character and qualities of the Primary Zone by preserving

the cultural heritage and the strong agricultural base;

Yolo County

Yolo County General Plan Goals and Policies

ber 10, 2009 and provides for growth and
( ‘The general objective of the general plan is
in the county toward the most desirable future

The Yolo County General Plan was adopted o N,,O{’
development in the unincorporated area th {

he general plan contains policies relating to urban
the mfrastructure necessary to serve them. Other

The proposed p

as Agriculture
and agricult
Within the

' to the BDCP. The Land Use and Community Character Element seeks to preserve and
rural character of the county and estaHishes goals for regional collaboration and equity,
green building standards, sustainable community design, and net community benefits from new
growth. The Agriculture and Economic Development Element seeks to support, sustain, reinvent,
and diversify the agriculturaleconomy. The Conservation and Open Space Element focuses on
balanced management of the county’s multiple natural and cultural resources, seeks to establish a
connected and accessible open space system with communities separated by agriculture and natural
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

spaces linked by a network of trails, and encourages open spaces that complement other land areas
in a way that benefits both natural resources and the community (Yolo County 2009). The following
policies contained in the general plan area relevant to the proposed project.

Land Use and Community Character Element

o Policy LU-2.3: Prohibit the division of land in an agricultural area if the division is for non-
agricultural purposes and/or if the result of the division will be parcels that are infeasible for
farming. Projects related to clustering and/or transfers of development rights are considered to
be compatible with agriculture. :

o Policy LU-3.5: Avoid or minimize conflicts and/or incompatibilities between land uses.

= Policy LU-4.1: Recognize the unique land use constraints and interests of the Del

Agriculture and Economic Development Element
= Policy AG-1.3: Prohibit the division of agricultural land for non-agricultu

o Policy AG-1.4: Prohibit land use activities that are not compatlble
designated areas.

The use would not have a
activities on surrounding

io of no less than 1:1 the conversion of farm land
or zoned for agriculture, to other uses.

o Policy AG-1.6: Continue to mitiga ”
and/or the conversion of land desig

= Policy AG-2.9: rtthe use of effective mechanisms to protect farmers potentially impacted
‘ nhancement programs, such as “safe harbor” programs and providing

ctivities with applicable agricultural policies of the Land Use and Resource Management Plan of
> Delta Protection Commission.

Conservation and Open Space

o Policy CO-1.17: Out-of-county mitigation easements in Yolo County for the loss of open space,
agriculture, or habitat in other jurisdictions, and flood easements in Yolo County are not
acceptable unless the project meets all of the following criteria.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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Prior notification to Yolo County.

Consistency with the goals and policies of the Yolo County General Plan, particularly as
related to planned growth, infrastructure, and agricultural districts.

Secured water rights and infrastructure to economically maintain the proposed mitigation
use.

Requirements that existing agricultural operations continue to be farmed for commercial
gain.

Prohibitions on residential use.
Mandatory wildlife-friendly strategies and practices.

Compensation to Yolo County for all lost direct and indirect revenue.

Where proposed easements meet the above criteria, no further appe
one or more criteria are not met, discretionary approval is requi

the County to develop an ordinance that establishes its auth fforityk:ﬂver such projects. Such an
ordinance is intended to protect the County’s eco nd enyironmental interests and control the
conversion of revenue-generating agricultural land to h itat restoration and mitigation lands. DWR
is not subject to complying with this moratt 4

13.2.34 City General

City of Oakley

The City of Oakley 2020 General Plan was adopted December 16, 2002 and amended January 26,

2010 (City of O O)k'.'""Proposed project activities would occur in the eastern portion of Oakley,
and these activi
designations:

iis land use designation includes properties owned by public agencies such
ns, public transportation corridors, and schools, as well as privately owned

. Awide variety of public and private uses are allowed with this General Plan category.
_construction of private commercial uses will be limited to uses related to the public or

Agriculture Limited: The purpose of the Agriculture Limited designation is to accommodate light
agriculture including vineyards, orchards, and row crops, animal husbandry and very low-density
residential uses. Primary land uses may include single-family residences, secondary residential
units, and limited agriculture and animal husbandry, subject to developmental and operational
standards. Equestrian and livestock uses are permitted within the Agriculture Limited district,

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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subject to limits. Limited commercial activities are possible under this land use designation,
including roadside produce stands, animal boarding and breeding, and other products and services
associated with the agrarian lifestyle.

Single Family Residential, Very Low Density: The purpose of this land use designation is to
provide for large-lot residential development, which maintains the rural character. These lots typify
an estate lot, but are not associated with commercial agriculture or animal husbandry.

Primary land uses include detached single-family homes and accessory structures, which are_

consistent with the rural or estate lifestyle. Unlike the Agricultural Limited designation, comme
agricultural practices are generally not allowed within this designation. Secondary uses may,

single-family residential development, which maintains the low density typice

suburban development. Primary land uses include detached single-family homes an -accessory
structures. Secondary uses may include home occupations, small residential care.and childcare
facilities, churches and other places of worship, and other uses : ]
primary use.

Family Residential,
density, single-family

Single Family Residential, Medium Density: The

yuralwneighborhood. Primary permitted
er"’Structures. Secondary uses may
include home occupations, small residential.ggre andichildcare facilities, churches and other places
of worship, and other uses and structures incidental to the primary use.

City of Lathrop

The Comprehensive General Plan for the 18% f Lathrop was adopted December 17, 1991, and was
last amended November 9, 2004 (City of Lathrop 2004). The Community Element of Lathrop’s
general plan setsyforth th "“f‘bdy of policies and proposals which provide the basis for the zoning and
development ofall public and private land within the city. Proposed project activities would occur in
and these activities would occur on land designated as Recreational

This section describes potential direct (both temporary and permanent) and indirect effects on land
uses that would result with implementation of each alternative. An analysis of the consistency of the
alternatives with applicable general plans and local policies is provided. Note that the impact
analysis separates each of the alternatives’ proposed features into two categories; physical/
structural components, which are project-level features and restoration actions, which are

Bay Defta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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programmatic features. No project effects on land use are anticipated strictly due to operation of any
of the alternatives once constructed because operation would not directly or indirectly lead to the
conversion of additional land area from one land use to another in the Delta Region, in the Upstream
of the Delta Region, including SWP and CVP waterways and reservoirs, or in the SWP and CVP
Export Service Areas Region. Because of this, SWP and CVP waterways and reservoirs are not
discussed further in this section. See Chapter 30, Growth Inducement, for a detailed discussion of
potential specific growth-related effects on land use in SWP and CVP export service areas.

Additionally, two of the proposed conservation measuresrelated to reducing other stressofg"; (li
below and described in detail in Chapter 3, Description ofthe Alternatives] which Would be

expected to result in any direct or indirect, permanent or substantial temporary ¢
As such, these measures will not be addressed further in this impact analysis: s

= Nonnative Predator Control (CM21)
o Mark-Selective Fisheries (CM22)

Potential temporary, permanent, direct, and indirect1
alternative were assessed based on the compatibility of ¢o
project with the existing and planned land uses of th
Costa, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, and Yolos ) s the Stone Lakes Natlonal Wlldhfe Refuge,
Lower Sherman [sland Wildlife Area, and Bra, kan””lyk and and Franks Tract SRAs within the Delta;
the Suisun Marsh west of the Delta; and the Yolo'Bypasgupstream of the Delta.

Proposed project consistency and potential effects on existing land uses were assessed by reviewing
current aerial imagery covering all'areas where proposed project activities would have the potential
to convert land use from its current staj other use. Similarly, for purposes of determining
land use compatibility, aerial imagery was reviewed to identify residences, schools, churches, and
other structures (e.g., agri¢ifltural storage units, commercial and industrial units) in the study area.
[t was assumed that some land uses including residential uses, schools, religious institutions, and
at could potentially be disrupted by changes in adjacent land uses

o Sacramento County General Plan
o SanJoaquin County General Plan
o Solano County General Plan

= Yolo County 2030 Countywide General Plan

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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o City of Oakley 2020 General Plan

o City of Lathrop Comprehensive General Plan

= DPC Land Use and Resource Management Plan

o Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan
o Lower Sherman Island Wildlife Area Land Management Plan

= General Plan for Brannan Island and Franks Tract State Recreation Areas

o Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan
o San Francisco Bay Plan

= Suisun Marsh Protection Plan

\,thatkéiiﬁaction alternative would have an
hange associated with the following

sidentsor public service facilities (addressed in detail in Chapter 20, Public
uld result in a direct physical impact to existing structures.

The potential foriconfl ts with an existing HCP or NCCP is addressed in Chapter 12, Terrestrial
Biological-Resources;effects associated with designated parklands are addressed in Chapter 15,

or¢onflicts with agriculture, including temporary and permanent conversion of
lands to non-agricultural uses, as well as the long-term viability of agriculture in the
 light of continued land subsidence, increased levee vulnerability, seismic risk, and sea level
rise. Any potential temporary or permanent direct or indirect effects on land use in the SWP and
CVP Export Service Area Region are evaluated in Chapter 30, Growth Inducement.

Because conflicts with applicable land use plans are not necessarily adverse alterations of the
physical environment and thus not necessarily impacts, for this assessmentimpact conclusions are
noted as “consistent” rather than “less than significant” or “not adverse,” or “inconsistent” rather

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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1 than “significant” or “adverse” for conflicts with land use plans. If the inconsistency relates to a plan,
2 policy, or regulation adopted to avoid environmental effects, then an inconsistency can resultin a
3 significant or adverse impact under CEQA and NEPA, respectively.
4 Regional plans and those geared toward the management of specific areas, including the Stone Lakes
5 National Wildlife Refuge CCP, Brannan Island and Franks Tract SRAs, Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area
6 Land Management Plan, Lower Sherman Island Wildlife Area Land Management Plan, San Francisco
7 Bay Plan, and Suisun Marsh Protection Plan are primarily designed to preserve and enhance the
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15 managing these areas.
16 Policies or zoning ordinances established by DPC, the cities of Oakley
17 counties focus mainly on various ways to preserve and enhance
18 recreation functions, and agricultural land and farming operati
19 could be deemed inconsistent with a number of these pol
20
21
22
23
24
25
26 The No Action Alternative describes exp future conditions resulting from a continuation of
27 existing policies and programs by federal, state, and local agencies in the absence of the BDCP
28 , in Chapter 3, Description of Alternatives, the No Action Alternative
29 i ‘ :to existing conditions, programs adopted during the early stages of
30 s
31
32
33
34
35
36
37 Under'the No Action Alternative some change in Plan Area land use and local communities would
38 occur as a result of localized population growth and conversion of agricultural land uses. California
39 is presently losing agricultural land at a rate of 49,700 acres (20,100 hectares) annually. This loss is
40 due in part to urban development fueled by a number of factors including population growth,
41 housing prices and economics, and commuting patterns (Kuminoff et al. 2001) as well as drainage
42 problems, loss of a reliable or affordable water supply, and conversion to wildlife habitat. These
Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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circumstances suggest that existing Delta land use patterns and agricultural uses may experience
change related to continued development pressure in areas outside the primary zone. Other factors
that may affect agricultural and rural land use conditions in the Plan Area include continued land
subsidence on Delta islands, levee instability and potential flood risk, and sea level rise effects on
land uses near existing waterways.

Agricultural cultivation of peat soils in the Delta has contributed to the subsidence of the majority of
Delta islands. Current agricultural practices on some Delta islands have led to average subsidence of
12 to 15 feet below sea level, and in some areas up to 25 feet below sea level, creating tremendous
pressure on the levees to act as dikes—to hold back water constantly rather than only during pe:
flow periods. Recent studies confirm that as subsidence continues over time, increased hydrost.
pressure is placed on the surroundinglevees, increasing the cost of levee mamtenance water;
management, and land loss from seepage and increasing salinity (Trott 2007). Th, i
maintaining, improving, or repairing these levees in some cases may be more than
value of the use of the land they protect (Sumner et al. 2011). Funding for locali

er Delta inflow, brackish water from Suisun Marsh
would enter the Delta and would water supplies, as well as State and federal
water project exports, and water f

Department of Water Resources 209).

A 2005 study estimated that thereisa t -three chance that 100-year recurrence interval floods
or earthquakes will cause catastrophic flooding and significant change in the Delta by 2050 (Mount
and Twiss 2005):C ed subsidence on the islands has reduced the stability of Delta levees,
increasing the risk ofle e failure. A white paper entitled “Projecting Future Sea Level,” published
by the California €l
(0.3 to 2.9 feet

edwith the expected sea level rise over the next 50 years associated with climate
ignificantly increase the instability of the current Delta levee network, and

|in the Delta to provide for long-term agricultural production, implementation of the No
ernative would not provide additional flood control benefit or create additional levee
stability; and it may, as compared to baseline conditions, have a long-term deterioration of levee
stability and an increase, although unquantifiable, in flood risk. Levee stability on Delta islands
would continue to be as vulnerable to flood, seismic risk, and land subsidence as it is under existing
conditions (see Chapter 6, Surface Water, for a full discussion of levee stability). Under the No Action
Alternative, maintenance practices would continue at their current levels as the local Reclamation

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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Districts (RDs) strive to achieve the adopted PL84-99 standard as the preferred delta island levee
geometry; however, the resources of local RDs are limited and are not always adequate to achieve or
maintain compliance on an annual basis. Levee failure on subsided islands would impair or damage
the islands’ agriculture as well as affect the salinity balance of the Delta, which in turn would
threaten water conveyance to agriculturalin the region and beyond (Trott 2007).

13.3.3.2 Alternative 1A—Dual Conveyance with Tunnel and Intakes 1-5

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of constf
the proposed water conveyance facility

Alternative 1A would resultin the construction of permanent and temporary feature: a
with the proposed water conveyance facility across land governed by the general pla

ascribed to the study area in the general plans of these counties.

Because the primary conveyance component for Alternative 1A woul
there would be no permanent adverse physical effects on or confli
subsurface component; similarly, pipelines would not resultin ay
and accordingly there would be no direct permanent conflicts v

due to these subsurfacefeatures. As such, excepting ¢ '
over a 10-year period (e.g., tunneling and open-trench in
related to the tunnels and conveyance pipelines (e.g
etc.), permanent conflicts with existing land uses.as’
pipelines are not discussed further.

Yolo County

would include two concrete batch plant e southern part of the county. Land use in this part of
Yolo County is designated as Agriculture with a Delta Protection overlay. The concrete batch plants,
each approximate acres, would be in place for approximately 10 years while CM1 is being

irface features associated with that portion of the water conveyance facility that would
mento County include 5 intakes (Currently, 12 mtake locatlons are bemg Con51dered

sedlmeﬁtation basins and solids lagoons), tunnel shafts, intermediate forebay and pumping plant,
tunnel muck work areas, borrow areas, permanent access roads, a segment of the new 230 kilovolt
(kV) transmission line, including towers, as well as 69 kV transmission lines tying in to each intake
pumping plant. These features would result in the permanent conversion of approximately XX acres
of land designated as Agricultural Cropland with a combined Resource Conservation designation.
Under an alternative set of intake locations (Alt 1-7), additional conflict would occur with land

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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designated as Natural Preserve, Industrial Intensive, Commercial and Office, Medium-Density
Residential, and Low-Density Residential. Under this option, XX acres of agriculturalland would be
converted, while XX acres of Natural Preserve, XX acres of Industrial Intensive, XX acres of
Commercial and Office, XX acres of Medium-Density Residential, and XX acres of Low-Density
Residential uses would be converted to project-related uses. Construction of permanent water
conveyance facility components on land designated as Agricultural Cropland would directly result in
permanent land use changes that would preclude agricultural land uses in the future in this area and
would resultin the reduction of lands available for agricultural use (Chapter 14, Agriculturat:.
Resources).

In addition to the alternative intake locations, there are other project features within Sacrame:

within that designated land use area would be the tunnel, there would be no lan
because the tunnel is a subsurface feature.

agrlcultural land would be converted while XX acres of
Intensive, XX acres of Commercial and Office, XX acres of
of Low-Density Residential uses would be temp
precast segment plant would also be constructed in

Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. Once project construction is completed, these areas would be
returned to preproject conditions.

ind a segment of the new 230 kV transmission line and associated towers.
f agricultural lands and project conflicts with the Agriculture land use are described in
14, Agricultural Resources. The placement of tunnel shafts, permanent access roads, and
ntially tunnel muck work areas, were they to occur on or adjacent to lands designated as Open
SpacefResource Conservation would conflict with this land use designation because it would
diminish the amount of land dedicated to open space and conservation of natural habitat and
resources.

Temporary project features in San Joaquin County associated with the construction of the water
conveyance facility would include temporary access roads and work and staging areas. These

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
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features would occupy approximately XX acres on lands designated as Agriculture. A concrete
batching plant (approximately 5-10 acres) would also be constructed in San Joaquin County to
support the project. This concrete batching plant would be located in southern San Joaquin County,
however the precise location has yet to be determined. Many of these temporary features would
likely be in place for the first 10 years of project implementation (i.e., during the near-term
implementation or project construction period). During that period, lands designated as Agriculture
would be temporarily converted to non-agricultural use, as described in Chapter 14, Agricultural
Resources. Once project construction is completed, these areas would be returned to preprolect
conditions.

Contra Costa County

Under Alternative 1A, permanent project water conveyance features in Contra Costa County 0
include Bryon Tract Forebay and associated water control structures, a shortseg
segment of the 230 kV transmission line and associated towers. These features

Recreation and Resources. However, the transm1551on line and towers
land designated as Agriculture Core, Agricultural Lands, and Public/S

be paaced across
he precise

public governmental agencies suc
applied to publictransportation ¢ 'as privately owned transportation and utility
pplies to properties owned by public agencies and
privately owned transportation and utilitycorridors. Because this designation exists for large-scale

infrastructure and utilities,these project features would be consistent with this designation.

Temporary projec
conveyance fac

d.be the same as described above for Sacramento County, and these
ximately XX acres of land designated Delta Recreation and Resources,
d Public/ Semi-Public, XX acres of Agriculture Core, and XX acresof land

k plementation (i.e., during the near-term implementation or project construction period).
ry land use conflicts would be of the same nature as the permanent conflicts described

construction is completed, these areas would be returned to preproject conditions.

Alameda County

Under Alternative 1A, the only permanent project water conveyance feature proposed within
Alameda County is a 230 kV transmission line and associated towers. This transmission line would
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extend from near Byron Tract Forebay southwest through the northeastern part of the county
where it would ultimately tie in to an existing line, the location of which would depend on the
selected power provider for the proposed project. Although the precise alignment for the 230 kV
line has not yet been determined and would be based on the selection of a power provider for the
project, generally the transmission line towers would be constructed approximately 750 feet apart
through land designated as Large Parcel Agriculture, although there are small areas of land
designated as Resource Managementin the northeastern corner of the county where the
transmission line corridor could be located; because the exact location of the transmission liae is not
yet known, it cannot be said with certainty what land use designations would be effected Perménent
and temporary (up to the 10-year duration of construction) effects related to conversion of
agricultural land are discussed in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. '

Solano County

inconsistency with land use designation(s) cannot be made. The ;
approximately 10 years while CM1 is being constructed. Once
been constructed, these supporting facilities would bexe
preproject conditions.

of this alternative would otherwis
land use regulations due to the size
supply and treatment facilities are exem, m local land use policies as provided by California
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.]

Impact LU-2:

constritction and permanently converting existing land uses(including displacement of existing
structures and residences) because of the construction of permanent features of the facility. Indirect
impacts would primarily happen as a result of incompatibility with adjacentland uses or the loss or
increased difficultly of access to parcels.
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Construction of Alternative 1A would directly affect land use in the project area by temporarily
converting XX acres currently under agricultural and open space uses to temporary accessoads,
spoils areas, and temporary work and staging areas. These effects would be temporary with this
land returning to agricultural use following construction.

Construction of Alternative 1A would also directly affect land use in the project area by permanently
converting XX acres currently under agricultural land use and open space to permanent access
roads, intakes and associated facilities, pumping plants, control structures, a small segment of canal,
two new forebays, and footings for electric transmission line towers. In addition, at least 65
permanent structures would be removed or relocated by the project within the water conveyanee
facility footprint under this alternative. These include XX agricultural operation support bui
XX residences...[Note to reviewer: others to be identified; final counts depend on selected intake
locations]. i

,ls a a,adjacent to the forebay on the
east side, part of which could be permanentlylo the s"' €. Once constructed these facilities
would potentially create an obstacle to travel b

of Courtland, the Sacramento River, and SR 160

and from this area, but travel tim
southeast side of the Intermediat
embankment and would no longer be a.yi
Transportation).

d others in this area could increase. On the
Road would terminate at the forebay

ould not be considered an adverse effect under this topic, the removal of a
sting permanent structures as a result of Constructmg the water

While this loss of ac
substantial nunmber o

CEQA Conclusion
permanent stru

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
DWR]
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Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as a result of constructing the
proposed water conveyance facility

If Intake Alt 4 was selected under this alternative, a potential temporary work area to construct the
intake and its associated facilities would be constructed in the vicinity of a significant portion of the
community of Hood. A temporary construction area associated with Intake CER 3 would also conflict
with a section of the northwestern part of the community. Furthermore, construction of a
permanent access road to a tunnel shaft, as well as the construction of conveyance pipelines
carrying water from intakes north of Hood, would take place from north to south in the eastet
section of the community, temporarily limiting access to and from the easternmost structures in't

the conveyance pipelines would not result in the permanent physical division of the'
thus would not be considered an adverse effect. However, because these activiti
with existing permanent structures and conflict with land use designations, as pf
these effects would be considered adverse under Impacts LU-1 and LU-2.

cyquld’ physically
ered less than

significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. However, becat
with existing permanent structures, these impacts would be cons
LU-2, as previously described.

Impact LU-4: Incompatibility with local land use pl
implementing the proposed conservation comp

This section assesses the consistency of the conse
Chapter 3, Descriptionof Alternatives, Sectio
conservation zones (CZs) with the
zones, as well as with other applica
land use designations and the co
inclusions of other specific land use designations are also within each zone. Table 13-1 providesa
general overview of the designations in each zone rather than an identification of every land use or
jurisdiction in each zone. Note that no conservation components are proposed for implementation in

icable county land use designations in those
plans and policies. Table 13-1 identifies these

§ to create a structured approach to how and where conservation
rvation measures, would be carried out within the Plan Area.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
EIR/EIS 13-31 ICF 00674.11

ED_000733_DD_NSF_00001825-00031



1

]

QX N O U bW

California Department of Water Resources Land Use

Table 13-1. Predominant Land Use Designations in the Conservation Zones

Conservation Zone  Jurisdiction General Plan Land Use Designation
1 Solano County Agriculture
Solano County Agriculture
2 Yolo County Agriculture,Open Space
Solano County Agriculture
3 Yolo County Agriculture,Open Space
Sacramento County Agricultural Cropland

Agricultural Cropland, Agrlculture—Recreatla

Sacramento Coun
ty Reserve,Natural Preserve

4 o
San Joaquin County General Agrlculture, Open Space/j}yn{esgurcah
Conservation
Agricultural Cropland, Agricult
c Sacramento County Reserve, Natural Preserve
San Joaquin County
Contra Costa County
6
San Joaquin County
7 San Joaquin County
San Joaquin County
8 Contra Costa County
Alameda County Large Parcel Agriculture, Major Public
9 Contra Costa ounty 'gficulture Core, Delta Recreation and Resources
Delta Recreation, Open Space, Heavy Industry,
102 Contra Costa Cou Commercial, Multi-Family Residential Low, Single
Family Residential High
11 Marsh, Agriculture

a Note thatno
basis of landsca

Delta Protection Commission Land Use and Resource Management Plan
Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan
Lower Sherman Island Wildlife Area Land Management Plan

General Plan for Brannan Island and Franks Tract State Recreation Areas
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= Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan

o Suisun Marsh Protection Plan

Over the 50-year BDCP implementation period, restoration actions would include approximately
65,000 acres of land conversions from current uses to restored tidal habitat; 10,000 acres to
seasonally inundated floodplain; 5,000 acres to riparian habitat; 2,000 acres to grassland; and 400
acres to nontidal freshwater marsh. Additionally, conservation components would include
enhancementof 20 linear miles of channel margin habitat, restored vernal pool complex to dchieve
no netloss and 600 acres of vernal pool complex protection, 400 acres of alkali seasonal wetlan
complex protection, 16,620-32,640 acres of agricultural habitat protected, and floodplain
enhancement in the Yolo Bypass. The implementation period for the various restoration
enhancement components would vary based on land identification, acquisition, plan”n'
coordmatlon construction duratlon and other variables. These conservatlon Com

nconsistent with the
al lands (discussed further
sorally Inundated Floodplain
1 areas, the this alternatlve would

creation of grassland edges, hedg
consistent with agricultural land

y be consistent with the conservation component activities that could be
nties as part of the proposed project (e.g., restoratlon of tidal marsh,

Tresso nn covered species would also carry the potential to alter land use within the study area.
ver, as previously noted, CM21 and CM22 would have negligible, if any, effect on land use;
therefore, their potential inconsistency with land use plans and policies will not be discussed.
Further, in some cases, the precise location of implementation for these measures is not yet known.
For these measures, only theoretical effects can be discussed.

Actions to manage methylmercury under CM12 could include a number of methods, including the
initial characterization of soil mercury at potential restoration sites, the reduction of organic
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material at potential restoration sites, site design that enhances the photodegradation of
methylmercury, sediment remediation, and capping of mercury-laden sediments. While these
activities would not, in themselves, be anticipated to create inconsistencies with land use
designations, additional standards or measures designed and implemented through the adaptive
management process could create the potential for conflicts with land use designations within the
Delta Region.

CM13 would control nonnative aquatic vegetation including Brazilian waterweed, water hyacinth,
and other nonnative submerged and floating aquatic vegetation in BDCP tidal habitat restorat
areas. Site-specific conditions and the intended goal would dictate the specific method of remo

facilities dedicated to the storage of removed vegetation, which could hold the po;
with land use designations. e

facility in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel to increase dissolvedox
conservation measure would modify the existing aeration facility
additional aerators and associated infrastructure would be add,
river. To the extent that this facility would require additi ]

CM15 would reduce local effects of predators on covere : yecies by conducting predator
spot Would be 1dent1f1ed and control

, d conflict with designated land uses. The extent
of this effect would depend on the his method or those with similar physical aspects
were chosen for implementation.

Installation of non-physical fish barriers at the Head of Old River, the Delta Cross Channel, and
Georgiana Slough w ceur under CM16. Other possible locations include Turner Cut, Columbia
Cut, the Delta Mend nal intake, Clifton Court Forebay, and potentially other future locations. In
addition to thei e barrler itself between October and June, the installation and
operation could requi thé onstruction of transmission facilities and access roads, and potentially
other facilities. Additionally, barriers would be removed and stored off-site while not in operation.
k and staging areas) or permanent facilities associated with these barriers

idustrial, Low Density Residential, or Recreation; and other designations in other
ns, depending on final selection of barrier locations.

To address the illegal harvest of covered species across the Delta Region, CM17 would provide funds
to hire and equip 22 additional staff, including 17 game wardens, to increase enforcement of fishing
regulations. To the degree that these staff would require the construction of additional office space,

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
EIR/EIS 13-34 ICF 00674.11

ED_000733_DD_NSF_00001825-00034



SR

O O 00 N0 W

RN

T Y W T G Y
O 00N Oy U Wb W

W w W INDNNDNNDNDNDNNDN
N = OO0 N0 & WNMR O

W wwwwww
O 0 NN O oW

Rl
N e O

California Department of Water Resources Land Use

storage areas, or vehicle parking areas on hnds not currently designated by local entities for such
uses, incompatibilities may arise.

Under CM18, a new conservation hatchery would be developed by USFWS to support delta and
longfin smelt populations. The facility as planned would consist of two sites: a science-oriented
genetic refuge and research facility on the edge of the Sacramento River, and a larger
supplementation production facility nearby. The precise location of these facilities is unknown;
however, their construction and long-term operation would create the potential for temporary or

permanent inconsistencies with land use plans and policies in Sacramento and/or Yolo Counti
This measure would also fund the expansion of the University of California (UC) Davis Fish
Conservation and Culture Laboratory, near Byron, California. Expansion of the existing f;

CM19 would further existing efforts to reduce loads of toxic contaminants in stor
runoff throughout the Delta. Activities associated with implementation of this m

s. Wash stations will be strategically
will’ be encouraged to Clean their Watercraft

Lake Havasu; Highway 95 at Vidal ]ii ¢tion; Agsnes Wilson Bridge westbound; and Highway 95
southboundnorth of Blythe. Semi-perm inspection stations will be established and operated
on busy boat traffic days. While precise locations of these facilities are unknown at this point, they
would carry thepote to conflict with designations that currently guide acceptable land uses in
these areas. -

CM23 would addressnonp
species in the De
alteratio of di

jectirrigation diversions to reduce the entrainment of covered fish
Activities associated with this measure could include installation of screens;
timing; or physical removal, relocation, consolidation, and modification of

ns could create indirect conflicts with land uses, particularly with respect to agricultural
e potential effects are described further in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources.

s under development, but would relate to waterfowl and shorebird areas in the Delta Region.
Depending on the activities undertaken for this measure, it could potentially create inconsistencies
with local land use designations and policies.
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For any conservation measure requiring construction activities (e.g., establishment of storage,
staging and stockpiling areas; grading; levee removal /replacement), temporary conflicts with land
use designations across the five counties could potentially occur for the duration of those activities.

Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is not known at this
point, a definitive conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use regulations
cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to resultin
substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area targeted
for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would result in a diree
adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activit
not known at this point, a conclusion about the con51stency ofthls alternatlve Wlth loc""’ land |

targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsiste
significant, unavoidable impact.

implementing the conservation components an
may resultin temporary (e.g., construction activities that may conflict with adjacent land uses such
t of existing residents and removal of existing

specific location
lands for optimal

activities. Activities associated with restoration of tidal habitat, were it to occur within the Stone
Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, would be compatible with existing land uses. Restoration of tidal
perennial aquatic/tidal brackish emergent wetland, riparian areas, nontidal perennial aquatic
habitat, nontidal perennial freshwater emergent wetland, grasslands, and vernal pool complexes,
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and protecting and enhancing alkali seasonal wetland complexes in the Suisun Marsh are not likely
to conflict with any existing land uses because that area is already managed toward these goals.

Without more site-specific information about the precise locations and types of restoration to be
implemented, no definitive conclusion can be made about the potential for restoration actions to
result in the permanent conversion of land uses (including displacement of existing structures and
residences) due to the construction of permanent features of the facility, nor can a conclusion be
made with regard to the degree of indirect impacts, which could occur primarily as a result of
incompatibility with adjacentland uses or the loss or increased difficultly of access to parcels &
However implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to result in substantlal conflicts

result of incompatibility with adjacentland uses or the loss or iner
parcels. However, implementation of this alternative would be

Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would resu '
Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity of
level.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigati
DWR]

The areas in whi
Without mor
e loeations, no definitive conclusion can be made about the potential for

tesult in the physical division of an existing community. In general, large-scale
hat take place in areas suitable for open space, resource conservation, and

t likely to create permanent physical divisions in existing communities. To the extent

d use plans and policies as a result of implementing the proposed conservation components.
In areas and land use designations that focus on agricultural production, the potential exists for
restoration actions to isolate agricultural areas from the communities that provide services and
markets to those farmers; however, such an effect would not be considered to divide an existing
community. Effects related to dividing an existing community as a result of the implementation of
conservation components would not be anticipated to be adverse under this alternative.
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CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide an existing
community cannot be made; however, because, large-scale restoration actions that take place in
areas suitable for open space, resource conservation, and habitat are not likely to create permanent
physical divisions in existing communities, this impact is anticipated to be less than significant.

13.3.3.3 Alternative 1B—Dual Conveyance with East Canal and Intakes 1-

5

the proposed water conveyance facility

Alternative 1B would construct permanent and temporary features upon lands
general plans of Sacramento, San Joaquin, and Contra Costa, and Alameda Countie
Alternative 1B would require activities that would be inconsistent with many,

subsurface components, there would be no permanent adverse‘
land use; similarly, plpelmes Would not result ina permanentl ,

and pipelines are not discussed further.

Sacramento County

Permanent surface features associated with

approximately XX acres of land variously:designated as Agricultural Cropland, Resource
Conservation, or Natural Preserve. Under an alternative set of intake locations, additional conflict
would occur wi siﬁkéhated as Natural Preserve, Industrial Intensive, Commercial and Office,
Medium-Densit; ial, and:Low- Den51ty Residential. Under this option, XX acres of
agricultural land)
Intensive, XX aecre
of Low-Density

wlal uses would be Converted to proposed project uses. Constructlon of
eyance facility components on land designated as Agricultural Cropland
in permanentland use changes that would preclude agriculturalland uses in

dition to the alternative intake locations, there are other project features within Sacramento
County that would be constructed on land designated as Natural Preserve; however, these areas are
confined to Georgiana Slough, and because the only permanent project feature crossing or falling
within that designated land use area would be the culvert siphon or tunnel siphon, there would be
no land use conflicts resulting from these subsurface features.
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Land Use

Temporary project features in Sacramento County associated with the construction of the water
conveyance facility would include temporary access roads, work and staging areas, and spoils
and/or borrow-then-spoils areas. These features would occupy approximately XX acres, mostly on
land designated for agricultural uses. Temporary conflicts associated with construction activities for
the alternative set of five intake locations would occur on land designated as Natural Preserve,
Industrial Intensive, Commercial and Office, Medium-Density Residential, and Low-Density
Residential. Under this option, XX acres of agriculturalland would be converted, while XX acres of
Natural Preserve, XX acres of Industrial Intensive, XX acres of Commercial and Office, XX acres of
Medium-Density Residential, and XX acres of Low-Density Residential uses would be temporari
converted to construction-related uses. A precast segment plant may also be constructed in
southern Sacramento County but the precise location has yet to be determined. Because t n
of land in that area is designated for agricultural use, it is likely that it would be constructed
agricultural land. Many of these features would likely be in place for the first 10
implementation (i.e., during the near-term implementation or project constructi
that period, lands designated as Agricultural Cropland would be temporarily £
agricultural use, as described in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. Once pre
completed, these areas would be returned to preproject conditions.

San Joaquin County

acres of land designated as

]oaquin County primarily
s, an intermediate pumping plant,
nsmission lines with associated

Alternative 1B would result in the permanent conversi
Agriculture and Open Space/Resource Conservation,
due to the construction of canals, bridges, permanent a
potential borrow areas, and segments of 230 kV an

sonservation, would conflict with this land
ount of land dedicated to open space and

st cases, conflicts with this land use

res (culvert siphons and tunnel siphons); thus, these
land use.

would not be considered permanent

“in San Joaquin County associated with the construction of water
ld include temporary access roads, work and staging areas, and spoils
s.These features would occupy approximately XX acres total on
ire. A concrete batching plant (approximately 5-10 acres) may also be
in County to support the project. This concrete batching plant would be
aquin County; however, the precise location is yet to be determined. Many

Temporary project featur

Contra Costa County

Under Alternative 1B, permanent project water conveyance features in Contra Costa County would
include Bryon Tract Forebay and associated water control structures, a short segment of canal,
borrow areas, and a segment of the 230 kV transmission line and associated towers. These features,
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comprising approximately XX acres, would be constructed, for the most part, on lands designated
Delta Recreation and Resources. However, the transmission line and towers could also be placed
across land designated as Agriculture and Public/Semi-Public; the precise alignment has not yet
been determined and would be based partially on the selection of power providers for the project.
Borrow areas and a short segment of canal would cross XX acres of lands zoned for agricultural uses.
Conversion of agricultural lands and project conflicts with the Agriculture land use designation are
described in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources.

Constructing the forebay on lands within the Delta Recreation and Resources zone would b
inconsistent with the goals of the Contra Costa County General Plan related to this land use
designation, which focus on the preservation of land for recreation over the placement of e
infrastructure. ;

public governmental agencies such as libraries, fire stations, and schools. T
apphed to public transportatlon corrldors as well as prlvately owned trans‘

privately owned transportation and utility corridors. Because t" isde
infrastructure and utilities, these project features would be consiste

Temporary project features in Contra Costa County as
conveyance facility would be the same as described al
features would occupy approximately XX acres of lan
XX acres of land designated Public /Semi-Public
precise location for a precast segment yard has
consistency or inconsistency with land use d 35,

gnatedDelta Recreation and Resources,
Lacres:of land designated for Agriculture. A

Temporary land use Conﬂlcts wou Lbe ofthe e nature as the permanent conflicts descrlbed
above, however they would occur overa sh ter period of time (up to 10 years) and once project
construction is completed, these areas v be returned to preproject conditions.

Alameda County

Under Alternati  the nly n"d%ential permanent features proposed for Alameda County are a
borrow area and segment of a 230 kV transmission line. This transmission line would extend

line towers would be constructed approximately 750 feet apart. Both the transmission
s and the borrow areas would be constructed through land designated as Large Parcel
Agricul re. Spoils and “borrow then spoils” areas would comprise the potential temporary effects
of this Alternative on Land Use in Alameda County. These areas would also occur uponland
designated for agricultural uses. Both permanent and temporary (up to the 10-year duration of
construction) effects related to conversion of agricultural land are discussed in Chapter 14,
Agricultural Resources.
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[Note to reviewer: NEPA conclusion pending completionof analysis; however, implementationof this
alternative is anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to
the size and number of structuresnecessary for construction. Widespreadinconsistencies with land use
designations would result in a direct, adverse effect.]

CEQA Conclusion: [Note to reviewer: conclusionpending completionof analysis; while implementation
of this alternative would otherwise be anticipated to result in substantial iconsistencies with local
land use regulations due to the size and number of structures necessary for construction, public water
supply and treatment facilities are exempt from local land use policies as provided by California:
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.]

Impact LU-2: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of constructing the pfépxoséd V
conveyance facility

[Note to reviewer: This section will be revised to reflect final decisions regarding int

emporary access
roads, borrow and spoils areas and temporary work zwould be temporary with

this land returning to agricultural use following cons

Construction of Alternative 1B would also directly
converting XX acres currently under agriculturak
roads, new bridges, pumping plants, control stru

electrical transmission line towers. In addition, at
or relocated by the project under this alternative.
buildings, XX residences ...[Note to reviewer: oth
intake locations}.

us kandﬁopen space to permanent access
"es, canals, a new forebay, and footings for

ese’include XX agricultural operation support
‘to be identified; final counts depend on selected

The removal of a substantial number of ting permanent structures as a result of constructing the
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion:
permanent struct
considered a sj

0 the interference with and necessary removal of a substantial number of
s assaciated with the construction of water conveyance facilities, this would be

e to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
DWR]
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Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as a result of constructing the
proposed water conveyance facility

Effects related to any potential division of an existing community as a result of the construction of
intake facilities would be similar to those described for Alternative 1A; however, substantial
differences associated with other facilities would occur. While the construction of conveyance
pipelines and a permanent access road would not be constructed in or near the community of Hood,
a canal segment and a bridge crossing it would be built in the eastern portion of the community. The
canal would be constructed from north to south and the bridge would reconnect Hood with a*
roadway to the east. While construction activities would have the potential to temporarily and
permanently occupy land in the community of Hood, there would not be a permanent divi
community under this alternative. However, because these activities would interfere with exi

adverse under Impacts LU-1 and LU-2.

CEQA Conclusion: Because no structure built for the purposes of water con
divide an existing community under this alternative, this impact would be c |
ibed because these
ats would be considered

facilities would interfere with existing permanent structures, the
significant under Impact LU-2.

implementation of BDCP conservation component:

nd those measures designed to reduce the
effect of species-level stressors would be si :

se described under Alternative 1A. Potential

of different areas for restoration
features associated with each alt

the precise location for the implementation of

oint, a conclusion about the consistency of this

alternative with local land use regulations-¢annot be made; however, implementation of this

alternative would be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use

; ount of land area targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur,
ild result in a direct, adverse effect.

ToF 1e precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
oint,a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use

Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of implementing the proposed
conservation components

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under this alternative would be similar to those
described for Alternative 1A because the proposed conservation components would be the same
under both alternatives. As with Alternative 1A, implementation of conservation components could
create temporary or permanent conflicts with existing land uses where they would require the
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removal of structures or sever critical access routes. mplementation of this alternative would be

anticipated to result in substantial conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a direct,
adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise locations and types of restoration to be implemented are
unknown at this point, no definitive conclusion can be made about the potential for restoration
actions to result in the permanent conversion of land uses (including displacement of existing
structures and residences) due to the construction of permanent features of the facility, nor :
conclusion be made with regard to the degree of indirect impacts, which could occur primarily as;
result of incompatibility with adjacentland uses or the loss or increased difficultly of acce;
parcels. However, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to resul )
conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for resto
Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a significant, unavoidabl

implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will b
DWR]

Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing ¢
proposed conservation components

Effects related to the physical divi
to those described for Alternativ

existing community as a result of the implémentation of conservation components would not be
anticipated to be adverse under this alternative.

CEQA Conclusi
not known at this
community ¢

recise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
usion about this alternative’s potential to divide an existing

., Alternative 1C—Dual Conveyance with West Canal and Intakes
- W1-W5

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of constructing
the proposed water conveyance facility

Alternative 1C would construct permanent and temporary structures on land covered by the general
plans of Yolo, Solano, Sacramento, and Contra Costa Counties. Construction activities under

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
EIR/EIS 13-43 ICF 00674.11

ED_000733_DD_NSF_00001825-00043



BN b

QR N O U1 bW

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

42
43

California Department of Water Resources Land Use

Alternative 1C would create inconsistencies with many of the designated land uses identified by the
general plans of these counties.

Alternative 1C includes several short culvert siphons and a long tunnel segment. Because these are
subsurface components, there would be no permanent adverse physical effects on or conflicts with
land use; similarly, pipelines would not resultin a permanent land surface change, and accordingly,
there would be no direct conflicts with existing land use designations. As such, potential permanent
conflicts with existing land uses as they pertain to the proposed tunnel segments, culvert siphons,
and pipelines are not discussed further.

Yolo County

Permanent surface features associated with water conveyance facilities that would be
Yolo County include five intakes, setback levees, intake pumping plant facilities
sedimentation basins, solids lagoons), canals, a control structure, bridges, borro

lines tying into each intake pumping plant. These features would resultin t
of approximately XX acres of land designated for agricultural uses and |

Temporary project features in Yolo County associated with nstruction of the water
conveyance facilities under Alternative 1C would in¢lud ora"i‘y access roads, work and staging

the concrete batch plants would be reme’v and the area would be returned to preproject
conditions. Nonetheless, land designated for agricultural use would be taken out of production for a
minimum of 10 year described in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. This disruption would be

inconsistent w

Solano Countyk

ative 1C would result in the permanent conversion of XX acres of land
agricultural uses and within a Resource Conservation overlay in Solano

ulture land uses are described in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. The placement of
facilities, where constructed over or adjacent to lands designated as Resource Conservation, would
conflict with this land use designation because they would diminish the amount of land dedicated to
open space and conservation of natural habitat and resources.

Temporary project features associated with the construction of water conveyance facilities in Solano
County would include temporary access roads, work and staging areas, and spoils and/or “borrow
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then spoils” areas. These features would occupy approximately XX acres on lands designated for
agricultural and resource conservation uses. A concrete batching plant (approximately 5-10 acres)
may also be constructed in Solano County to support the proposed project. This concrete batching
plant would be in eastern Solano County; however, the precise location has not been determined.
Many of these temporary features would likely be in place for the first 10 years of project
implementation (i.e., during the near-term implementation or the project construction period).
During that period, lands designated under agricultural zones would be temporarily converted to
non-agricultural use, as described in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. Once project consteictionis
completed, these areas would be returned to preproject conditions. ‘

Sacramento County

Permanent surface featuresassociated with water conveyance facilities that would be i
County under Alternative 1C include tunnel shafts, tunnel muck work areas, and pet

: pe":"manentland
use changes that would preclude agricultural land uses in the future in' d would resultin

Resources).

In addition to the Agricultural Cropland designation,
encompassed by the study area designated as Recrea eserve; however, this area is

occur.

on agriculturalland. Many of these features would likely be in place for the first 10 years of project
implementation (i.e., during the near-term implementation or project construction period). During
that period, lands designated as Agricultural Cropland would be temporarily converted to non-
agricultural use, as d ibed in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. Once project constructionis
completed, the would bereturned to preproject conditions.

Contra Costa C

Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources while effects on and conflicts with recreational resources are
discussed further in Chapter 15, Recreation.

Constructing structures on lands within the zones dedicated to recreation would be inconsistent
with the goals of the Contra Costa County General Plan related to this land use designation, which
focuses on the preservation of land for recreation over the placement of new infrastructure.
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A canal segment proposed as part of Alternative 1C would cross XX acres of land designated for
Public/Semi-Public uses. The Public/Semi-Public designation includes properties owned by public
governmental agencies such as libraries, fire stations, schools, etc. This designation is also applied to
public transportation corridors, as well as privately owned transportation and utility corridors. The
Public/Semi-Public designation applies to properties owned by public agencies and privately owned
transportation and utility corridors. Because this designation exists for large-scale infrastructure
and utilities, these project features would be consistent with this designation.

A canal segment may also cross XX acres of land zoned as Open Space. Conversion of this land would
contravene the general plan set forth by Contra Costa County; however, this use would also fall
under the exemption available to water facility uses.

conveyance facility would include temporary access roads, work and staging are
and/or “borrow then spoils” areas. These features would occupy approximatel

inconsistency with land use designation(s) cannot be made. A
temporary features would likely be in place for the first 10 year,

areas would be returned to preproject conditions

malysis; however, implementation of this
sistencies with local land use regulations due to
on.Widespreadinconsistencieswith land use

[Note to reviewer: NEPA conclusion pending comp
alternative is anticipated to result in substantij
the size and number of structures neggs:
designations would result in a dire¢

CEQA Conclusion: [Note to reviewe
of this alternative would otherwise be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local
land use regulations due to the size and number of structures necessary for construction, public water
supply and treatmen lities are exempt from local land use policies as provided by California

Government Cod 53091,and 53096.]

on existing land uses, including information on and location identification for
ires (e.g., residences, agricultural structures,schools, churches, etc.) within or
ediately adjacent to the alternative footprint.]

converting XX acres currently under agricultural land use axd open space to temporary access
roads, borrow and spoils areas, and temporary work areas. These effects would be temporary with
this land returning to agricultural use following construction.
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Construction of Alternative 1C would also directly affect land use in the study area by permanently
converting XX acres currently under agricultural land use and open space to permanent access
roads, new bridges, pumping plants, control structures, canals, a new forebay, and footings for
electrical transmission line towers. In addition, at least 142 permanent structures would need to be
removed or relocated by the project under this alternative. These include XX agricultural operation
support buildings, XX residences..[Note to reviewer: others to be identified; final counts depend on
selected intake locations].

The removal of a substantial number of existing permanent structures as a result of constru
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Due to the interference with and necessary removal of a substantial nu
permanent structures associated with the construction of water conveyance facilities, 4
considered a significant, unavoidable impact. Mitigation Measure LU-1would red
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value ofany p per
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will b develope\ urtherwit mput/guzdancefrom
DWR]

Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing commu

as a result of constructing the
proposed water conveyance facility ‘

Construction of conveyance facilities under th ’tive’“WOuld be near the community of

any existing community under this alternative, this effect is not considered adverse. However,
because these activities would interfere with existing permanent structures and conflict with land

CEQA Conclusw
divide an exi
significant; th
with existing pet

‘mitigation is required. However, because these facilities would interfere
ent structures, these impacts would be considered significant under Impact

| -4:\vl~ncompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of
ting the proposed conservation components

Effectsrelated to incompatibility with local land use plans and policies resulting from
implementation of BDCP conservation components and those measures designed to reduce the
effect of species-level stressors would be similar to those described under Alternative 1A. Potential
variation from Alternative 1A would be anticipated to be minor but could result from the selection
of different areas for restoration activities based on the location of the physical water conveyance
features associated with each alternative. Because the precise location for the implementation of
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conservation activities is not known at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this
alternative with local land use regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this
alternative would be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use
regulations due to the amount of land area targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur,
widespread inconsistencies would result in a direct, adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipaté fo
result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land are;
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would re
significant, unavoidable impact.

under both alternatives. As with Alternative 14, implementatio
create temporary or permanent conflicts with existing land use

targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, w
adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise locationsar
unknown at this point, no definitive conclusion

actions to result in the permanent
structures and residences) due to

nd uses (including displacement of existing

f permanent features of the facility, nor can a
conclusion be made with regardt direct impacts, which could occur primarily as a
result of incompatibility with adjacen| s or the loss or increased difficultly of access to
parcels. However, implementation of this‘alternative would be anticipated to result in substantial
conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for restoration actions.
Were they to oc i Iﬂ}ead conflicts would result in a significant, unavoidable impact.
Mitigation Mea ould reduce the severity of this impact, but not to a less than significant
level.

Mitigation M re LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing community as a result of implementing the
proposed conservation components

Effects related to the physical division of an existing community under this alternative would be the
same as those described for Alternative 1A. Because the precise location for implementation of
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conservation activities is not known at this time, a conclusion about the potential for this alternative
to divide an existing community cannot be made. However, effects related to dividing an existing
community as a result of the implementation of conservation components would not be anticipated
to be adverse under this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide an existing
community cannot be made; however, because, large-scale restoration actions that take place in
areas suitable for open space, resource conservation, and habitat are not likely to create permanent
physical divisions in existing communities, this impact is anticipated to be less than significant. *

13.3.35 Alternative 2A—Dual Conveyance with Tunnel and Fave Inta

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as aresu
the proposed water conveyance facility

and Low-Density
of agricultural cropland

for these two intakes would result in the convers;
rather than the temporary disruption of XX ac

t facilities are exempt from local land use policies as provided by California
Tode Sections 53091 and 53096.]

conveyance facility

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under this alternative would be similar to those
described for Alternative 1A. However, potential variation in the severity of these effects would
result from two potentially different intake locations. As for Alternative 1A, construction and
operation of physical facilities for water conveyance would create temporary or permanent conflicts
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with existing land uses where they would require the removal of structures or sever critical access
routes.

The removal of a substantial number of existing permanent structures as a result of constructing the
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Due to the interference with and necessary removal of a substantial number of
permanent structures associated with the construction of water conveyance facilities, this would be
considered a significant, unavoidable impact. Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the sev
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss,due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further Wlth
DWR]

Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as :
proposed water conveyance facility

yance would not permanently nor
e, this effect is not considered

divide an existing community under this alterhative, this impact would be considered less than
significant; therefore, no mitigation i d. However, because these facilities would interfere
with existing permanent structures, these impacts would be considered significant under Impact
LU-2.

Impact LU-4:In
implementing t

patibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of
oposed conservation components

e 1A, Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is not
this time, a conclusion about the consistency for this alternative with local land use

's cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to
resu substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would resultin a
direct, adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use
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regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to

result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would resultin a
significant, unavoidable impact.

Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of implementing the proposed
conservation components

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 2A would be similar to the se
described for Alternative 1A because the proposed conservation components would be the sa
under both alternatives. As with Alternative 1A, implementation of conservation component
create temporary or permanent conflicts with existing land uses where they Would%equme th
removal of structures or sever critical access routes. Without more site-specific informati
the precise locations and types of restoration to be implemented, no definitive conelusior
made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to re
conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for;
Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a direct, adverse e

¢:anticipated to result in substantial
area targeted for restoration actions.
in a significant, unavoidable impact.

f,ose":described for Alternative 1A. Because the precise location for the implementation of
ion activities is not known at this time, a conclusion about this alternatives potential to

n existing community cannot be made. Effects related to dividing an existing community as a
result of the implementation of conservation components would not be anticipated to be adverse
under this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide an existing
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community cannot be made; however, because, large-scale restoration actions that take place in
areas suitable for open space, resource conservation, and habitat are not likely to create permanent
physical divisions in existing communities, this impact is anticipated to be less than significant.

13.3.3.6 Alternative 2B—Dual Conveyance with East Canal and Five

Intakes

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of constiucting
the proposed water conveyance facility

Land use incompatibility resulting from the construction of water conveyance facilities unde
Alternative 2B would be identical to those described for Alternative 1B. Under this alternati
however, locations chosen for two intakes could differ from those options presented.for.
1B. Selection of intakes under Alternative 2B could avoid potential conflicts with lang
Industrial Intensive, Commercial and Office, Medium- and Low-Density Reside:
Preserve. Under Alternative 2B, XX acres of agricultural cropland would be

for these two intakes, rather than XX acres or XX acres of farmland tha [dbe
Alternative 1B. Conflicts related to temporary construction activities ese two.intakes would
han the temporary

general plans.

[Note to reviewer: NEPA conclusion pendin
alternative is anticipated to result in:stil
the size and number of structures ni
designations would result in a direc

CEQA Conclusion: [Note to reviewer: liision pending completionof analysis; while implementation

of this alternativewould otherwise be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local

land use regulations. o the size and number of structures necessary for construction, public water
lities are exempt from local land use policies as proided by California

existing land uses where they would require the removal of structures or sever critical access
routes. [Note to reviewer: others to be identified; final counts depend on selected intake locations).

The removal of a substantial number of existing permanent structures as a result of constructing the
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative.
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CEQA Conclusion: Due to the interference with and necessary removal of a substantial number of
permanent structures associated with the construction of water conveyance facilities, this would be
considered a significant, unavoidable impact. Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity of
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with mput/guzdancefrom
DWR]

Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as a result of constructing the
proposed water conveyance facility

Impact LU-4: Incompatibility with:local land use plans and policies as a result of
implementing the proposed conservati omponents

Effects related to incompatibility with local land use plans and policies resulting from
implementationef B onservation components and those measures designed to reduce the
effect of specie ressors would be the same under Alternative 2B as those described under

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is

n at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to
result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would resultin a
significant, unavoidable impact.
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Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of implementing the proposed
conservation components

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 2B would be the same as those
described for Alternative 1B because the proposed conservation components would be the same
under both alternatives. As with Alternative 1B, implementation of conservation components could
create temporary or permanent corflicts with existing land uses where they would require the
removal of structures or sever critical access routes. mplementation of this alternative would be
anticipated to result in substantial conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land ¢
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would resultin a dlrec»
adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise locations and types of restoration to be implem: ntedé e

parcels. However, implementation of this alternative would be :
conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area
Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would resultin'a

Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity o
level.

[Note to reviewers: This mitiga:
DWR]

Impact LU-6: Physical division of an e
proposed conservation components

ting community as a result of implementing the

Effects related ion of an existing community under this alternative would be the

Alternative 1A. Because the precise location for the implementation of

EQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide an existing

ity cannot be made; however, because, large-scale restoration actions that take place in
areas suitable for open space, resource conservation, and habitat are not likely to create permanent
physical divisions in existing communities, this impact is anticipated to be less than significant.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan Administrative Draft November 2011
EIR/EIS 13-54 ICF 00674.11

ED_000733_DD_NSF_00001825-00054



N

[colN BN e BN, | =W

11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18

19
20

21
22
23
24
25

26
27

28
29
30
31

32

33
34

35
36

California Department of Water Resources Land Use

13.3.3.7 Alternative 2C—Dual Conveyance with West Canal and Five

Intakes

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of constructing
the proposed water conveyance facility

Conflicts with local land use plans under Alternative 2C would be identical to those described for
Alternative 1C. Alternative 2C would construct permanent and temporary water conveyancg,

structures on land governed by the general plans of Yolo, Solano, Sacramento, and Contra Costa,,
Counties. Construction activities under Alternative 2C would create inconsistencies with many ofthe
designated land uses identified by the general plans of these counties.

alternative is anticipated to result in substantial irconsistencies with local land use
the size and number of structuresnecessary for construction. Widespreadinconsj
designations would result in a direct, adverse effect.]

CEQA Conclusmn [Note to reviewer: concluszon pending completlon of ar

1sistericies with local
truction, public water

conveyance facility

Effects related to conflicts with existing land

routes.

The removal of a substantial number ofkkeX1sﬂting permanent structures as a result of constructing the
water conveyance facility wpuld be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative.

CEQA Conclusi 4 the mterference with and necessary removal of a substantlal number of

asure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

sompensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
DWR]
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Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as a result of constructing the
proposed water conveyance facility

Effects related to any potential division of an existing community as a result of the construction of
water conveyance facilities would be the same under Alternative 2C as those described for
Alternative 1C. Because the construction of structures related to water conveyance would not
permanently nor physically divide any existing community under this alternative, this effect is not
considered adverse. However, because these activities would interfere with existing permanent
structures and conflict with land use designations, these effects would be considered adverseunder
Impacts LU-1 and LU-2.

significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. However because these facilities
with existing permanent structures, these impacts would be considered significa

implementation of BDCP conservation components a
effect of species-level stressors would be the same u
Alternative 1C. Because the precise location for the im
known at this time, a conclusion about the consis
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation o this alternative would be anticipated to
result in substantial inconsistencies with lo nd u e regulatlons due to the amount ofland area
targeted for restoration actions. W '
direct, adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion a the consistency of this alternative with local land use
regulations cannot be made; however, 1mplementatlon of this alternative would be anticipated to
result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area
targeted for res oration actions, Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would resultin a

‘of structures or sever critical access routes.Implementation of this alternative would be
anticipated to result in substantial conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a direct,
adverse effect.
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1 CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise locations and types of restoration to be implemented are
2 unknown at this point, no definitive conclusion can be made about the potential for restoration
3 actions to result in the permanent conversion of land uses (including displacement of existing
4 structures and residences) due to the construction of permanent features of the facility, nor can a
5 conclusion be made with regard to the degree of indirect impacts, which could occur primarily as a
6 result of incompatibility with adjacent land uses or the loss or increased difficultly of access to
7 parcels. However, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to result in substantial
8 conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for restoration actiops.
9 Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a significant, unavoidable impact.

10 Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity of this impact, but not to a less-than-si

11 level. :

12 Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

13

14 implementation of the proposed project.

15 [Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developedfurth ,

16 DWR]

17 Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing commumty as:

18 proposed conservation components

19 Effects related to the physical division of an existing co

20 same as those described for Alternative 1A. Becaus:

21 conservation activities is not known at this time,?

22 divide an existing community cannot be madezEf

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30 13.3.3.8

31 Impact LU

: atibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of constructing
32 the proposed

conveyance facility

33 Incompatibility with land use regulations stemming from the construction of water conveyance

34 ctures under Alternative 3 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1A. Under this

35 ve, however, only the two northernmost intake facilities would be constructed, resulting in
36 conflicts with land zoned exclusively for Agricultural Cropland. Under Alternative 3, XX acres of

37 agricultural cropland would permanently be converted from placement of the intakes, rather than
38 XX acres or XX acres of farmland that would be converted under Alternative 1A. Temporary conflicts
39 related to intake construction would convert XX acres of agricultural cropland, rather than XX acres
40 or XX acres, which would be converted under Alternative 1A.
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Like Alternative 1A, Alternative 3 would place other temporary and permanent structures on lands
designated for other uses by the general plans of Yolo, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and
Alameda Counties. The construction of the water conveyance facilities would create inconsistencies
with these plans.

[Note to reviewer: NEPA conclusion pending completion of analysis; however, implementation of this
alternative is anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to
the size and number of structuresnecessary for construction. Widespreadinconsistencieswithidand use
designations would result in a direct, adverse effect.]

CEQA Conclusion: [Note to reviewer: conclusion pending completion of analysis; while imple

land use regulations due to the size and number of structures necessary for constriy
supply and treatment facilities are exempt from local land use policies as provided
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.]

conveyance facility

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Altern
described for Alternative 1A. However, potential variatios
result from potentially different intake locations. As
of physical facilities for water conveyance would creat
existing land uses where they would require the re
routes.

structures as a result of constructing the
ect adverse effect of this alternative.

necessary removal of a substantial number of
truction of water conveyance facilities, this would be
Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity of

considered a significant, unavoidable 1

this impact, butnottoa less than 51gn1f1cant level.

Effects related to potential division of an existing community as a result of the construction of water
conveyance facilities under Alternative 3 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1A;
however, only the two northernmost intake facilities would be constructed, reducing potential
effects to the community of Hood relating to intake facility construction. Because the construction of
structures related to water conveyance would not permanently nor physically divide any existing
community under this alternative, this effect is not considered adverse. However, because these
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

activities would interfere with existing permanent structures and conflict with land use
designations, these effects would be considered adverse under Impacts LU-1 and LU-2.

CEQA Conclusion: Because no structure built for the purposes of water conveyance would physically
divide an existing community under this alternative, this impact would be considered less than
significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. However, because these facilities would interfere
with existing permanent structures, these impacts would be considered significant under Impact
LU-2.

Impact LU-4: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of
implementing the proposed conservation components

Effects related to incompatibility with local land use plans and policies resulting from +
implementation of BDCP conservation components and those measures designedto t
effect of species-level stressors would be the same under Alternative 3 as those d
Alternative 1A. Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation
known at this time, a conclusion about the consistency of Alternative 3 withlocal la ;
uldbe anticipated to
amount of land area
's would resultin a

result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regula
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widesprea

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for th
not known at this point, a conclusion about the consist

result in substantial inconsistencies with local lan
targeted for restoration actions. Were they
significant, unavoidable impact.

As with Alternative 1A, implementation of conservation components could
rmanent conflicts with existing land uses where they would require the
¥ critical access routes. This alternative would be anticipated to result
ith current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for
ere they to occur, widespread conflicts would resultin a direct, adverse effect.

removal of struct
in substantial €o

atthis point, no definitive conclusion can be made about the potential for restoration
result in the permanent conversion of land uses (including displacement of existing

on be made with regard to the degree of indirect impacts, which could occur primarily as a
result of incompatibility with adjacentland uses or the loss or increased difficultly of access to
parcels. However, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to result in substantial
conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for restoration actions.
Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a significant, unavoidable impact.
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Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity of this impact, but not to a less-than-significant
level.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidancéfrom
DWR]

Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing community as a result of implementing
proposed conservation components '

13.3.3.9 Alternative 4—Dual Convi ya 1ce With Intakes 1-3

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local larn 'plans and policies as a result of constructing
the proposed water conveyance facility

Incompatibility with land use regulations stemming from the construction of water conveyance
structures under Alternative 4 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1A. Under
Alternative 4, how nly three intake facilities would be constructed, resulting in conflicts with

r XX acres of agricultural cropland would be permanently Converted
S, rather than XX acres or XX acres of farmland that would be converted

ative 1A, Alternative 4 would place other temporary and permanent structures on lands
for other uses by the general plans of Yolo, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and
Alameéda Counties. The construction of the water conveyance facilities would create inconsistencies
with these plans.

[Note to reviewer: NEPA conclusion pending completion of analysis; however, implementation of this
alternative is anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to
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the size and number of structuresnecessary for construction. Widespreadinconsistencieswith land use
designations would result in a direct, adverse effect.]

CEQA Conclusion: [Note to reviewer: conclusion pending completionof analysis; while implementation
of this alternative would otherwise be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local
land use regulations due to the size and number of structures necessary for construction, public water
supply and treatment facilities are exempt from local land use policies as provided by California
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.]

Impact LU-2: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of constructing the proposed water
conveyance facility i

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 4 would be 51mlla 1o th "
described for Alternative 1A. However, potential variation in the severity of theseg;
result from potentlally different intake locations. As for Alternative 14, construct

a substantial number of
cony yance facilities, this would be
ure LU-1would reduce the severity of

CEQA Conclusion: Due to the interference with and n
permanent structures associated with the construction
considered a significant, unavoidable impact. Mitigati
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.:

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate prope
implementation of the propo

owners for the full value of any property loss due to

[Note to reviewers: This mitigatio
DWR]

re will be developed further with input/guidance from

Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as a result of constructing the

CEQA Conclusion: Because no structure built for the purposes of water conveyance would physically
divide an existing community under this alternative, this impact would be considered less than
significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. However, because these facilities would interfere
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

with existing permanent structures, these impacts would be considered significant under Impact
LU-2.

Impact LU-4: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of
implementing the proposed conservation components

Effects related to incompatibility with local land use plans and policies resulting from

implementation of BDCP conservation components and those measures designed to reduce the
effect of species-level stressors would be the same under Alternative 4 as those described unde
Alternative 1A. Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is't
known at this time, a conclusion about the consistency for this alternative with local land use
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be at ticipated to
result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the am ntof lan .
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies
direct, adverse effect.

targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur,
significant, unavoidable impact.

Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses as a
conservation components

Effects related to conflicts with existing land

, 'ing land uses where they would require the
; routes. This alternative would be anticipated to result
in substantial conflicts with current landuises due to the amount of land area targeted for
restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would resultin a direct, adverse effect.

ent conversion of land uses (including displacement of existing
es) due to the construction of permanent features of the facility, nor can a
ith regard to the degree of indirect impacts, which could occur primarily as a

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.
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[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
DWR]

Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing community as a result of implementing the
proposed conservation components

Effects related to the physical division of an existing community under Alternative 4 would be the
same as those described for Alternative 1A. Because the precise location for the 1mplementat10n of
conservation activities is not known at this time, a conclusion about this alternatives potentialto
divide an existing community cannot be made. Effects related to dividing an existing community:
result of the implementation of conservation components would not be ant1c1pated to be adk,

under this alternative. H

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conset
not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide

cres of agricultural cropland would be
, rather than XX acres or XX acres of farmland

native 5 would place other temporary and permanent structures on lands
by the: general plans of Yolo, Sacramento San Joaquin, Contra Costa and

Alameda Counti
with these pl

lternative Would otherwise be antzczpated to result in substantial mconszstenczes with local
land use regulations due to the size and number of structures necessary for construction, public water
supply and treatment facilities are exempt from local land use policies as provided by California
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.]
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Impact LU-2: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of constructing the proposed water
conveyance facility

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 5 would be similar to those
described for Alternative 1A. However, potential variation in the severity of these effects would
result from potentially different intake locations. As for Alternative 1A, construction and operation
of physical facilities for water conveyance would create temporary or permanent conflicts with
existing land uses where they would require the removal of structures or sever critical access
routes.

The removal of a substantial number of existing permanent structures as a result of const
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative. :

permanent structures associated with the construction of water conveyance faci
considered a significant, unavoidable impact. Mitigation Measure LU-1would
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.

implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will b
DWR] ;

Impact LU-3: Physical division of an ex1st1ng
proposed water conveyance facility '

community as a result of the construction of
d be similar to those described for Alternative

to the community of Hood relating to facility and conveyance pipeline construction. Because
the construction of structuxﬁes related to water conveyance would not permanently nor physically

,,,mmumty under this alternative, this impact would be considered less than
no mitigation is reqmred However, because these fac1ht1es would interfere

implementing the proposed conservation components

Effects related to incompatibility with local land use plans and policies resulting from
implementation of BDCP conservation components and those measures designed to reduce the
effect of species-level stressors would be similar under Alternative 5 to those described under
Alternative 1A. However, under Alternative 5, only 25,000 acres of tidal habitat would be restored,
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as compared with 65,000 under Alternative 1A. Thus, to the extent that implementation of tidal
habitat restoration would conflict with land use plans and policies, these effects would be
anticipated to be smaller than those resulting from Alternative 1A. Because the precise location for
the implementation of conservation activities is not known at this time, a conclusion about the
consistency of this alternative with local land use regulations cannot be made; however,
implementation of this alternative would still be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies
with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area targeted for restoration actions. Were
they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would resultin a direct, adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activiti
not known at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local la

targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies
significant, unavoidable impact.

conservation components

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Altern )
ion i hese effects would
ernative 1A,

tive would still be anticipated to resultin
e amount of land area targeted for restoration

routes. Despite its smaller restoration area, this a
substantial conflicts with currentland uses due t

CEQA Conclusion: Because the p
unknown at this point, no definit ‘be made about the potential for restoration
actions to result in the permanent co i "'/ fland uses (including displacement of existing
structures and residences) due to the construction of permanent features of the facility, nor can a
conclusion be made with regard to the degree of indirect impacts, which could occur primarily as a
ith adjacent land uses or the loss or increased difficultly of access to
entation of this alternative would be anticipated to result in substantial

Were they to geeur, widespread conflicts would result in a significant, unavoidable impact.
Mitigation Measure:LU-1would reduce the severity of this impact, but not to a less-than-significant

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
mentation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
DWR]
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Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing community as a result of implementing the
proposed conservation components

Effects related to the physical division of an existing community under Alternative 5 would be
similar to those described for Alternative 1A. However, potential variation in the severity of these
effects could result from different target acreages for tidal habitat restoration. Because the precise
location for the implementation of conservation activities is not known at this time, a conclusion

about Alternative 5 potential to divide an existing community cannot be made. Effects related to
dividing an existing community as a result of the implementation of conservation components
would not be anticipated to be adverse under this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation agtivi

community cannot be made; however, because, large-scale restoration actions th !
areas suitable for open space, resource conservation, and habitat are not likely to create permanent

1-5

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use plans and olici

the proposed water conveyance facility

th

Alameda Counties. The constructionof

with these plans.

alternative is anticipated to result in s

ary and:;permanent structures on lands

tial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to

e Qgcrikbed for Alternative 1A. Like

cramento, San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and

the size and number of structuresnecessary for construction.Widespread inconsistencies with land use

designations would r;

in‘a direct, adverse effect.)

‘wise be anticipated to resut in substantial inconsistencies with local
o the size and number of structures necessary for construction, public water

described for Alternative 1A. As for Alternative 1A, construction and operation of physical facilities
for water conveyance would create temporary or permanent conflicts with existing land uses where
they would require the removal of structures or sever criticd access routes.
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The removal of a substantial number of existing permanent structures as a result of constructing the
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Due to the interference with and necessary removal of a substantial number of
permanent structures associated with the construction of water conveyance facilities, this would be
considered a significant, unavoidable impact. Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity of
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/g
DWR]

Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as aresult of ¢
proposed water conveyance facility

Effects related to any potential division of an existing communtit
water conveyance facilities under Alternative 6A would be identi
Alternative 1A. Because the construction of structures rel:

permanently nor physically divide any existing commu
considered adverse. However, because these activities
structures and conflict with land use designations,
Impacts LU-1 and LU-2.

CEQA Conclusion: Because no structure bui
divide an existing community undeg;thi
significant; therefore, no mitigati
with existing permanent structur
LU-2.

this impact would be considered less than
ever, because these facilities would interfere

Impact LU-4: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of
implementing the p sed conservation components

om\p,a ibi tyw1th local land use plans and policies resulting from
servation components and those measures designed to reduce the
stikessors would be the same for Alternative 6A as those described under

Effects related to
implementation

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to
result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area
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targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would resultin a
significant, unavoidable impact.

Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of implementing the proposed
conservation components

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 6A would be similar to those
described for Alternative 1A because the proposed conservation components would be the same

conﬂlcts with current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for resto
Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a direct, adverse effe

ould occur primarily as a
ifficultly of access to

conclusion be made with regard to the degree of indi
result of mcompat1b111ty with adjacent land usesort

conﬂlcts with current land uses due to the amount
Were they to occur, Widespread conflicts would r

level.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: P

DWR will compensate property
implementation of the proposed p:

[Note to reviewers: Th
DWR]

itigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from

Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing community as a result of implementing the
proposed cq;n"s rvation components

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide an existing
community cannot be made; however, because, large-scale restoration actions that take place in
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areas suitable for open space, resource conservation, and habitat are not likely to create permanent
physical divisions in existing communities, this impact is anticipated to be less than significant.

13.3.3.12 Alternative 6B—Isolated Conveyance with East Canal and

Intakes 1-5

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of constructmg
the proposed water conveyance facility

Land use incompatibility resulting from the construction of water conveyance facilities under
Alternative 6B would be identical to those described for Alternative 1B.

Like Alternative 1B, Alternative 6B would construct permanent and temporary featur
covered by the general plans of Sacramento San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and Alamf

general plans.

[Note to reviewer: NEPA concluszon pending completzon ofana[yszs howew
useregulations due to
stencies with land use

of this alternative would otherwise be anticipated to rest
land use regulations due to the size and number of s
supply and treatment facilities are exempt from lei
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.

k necessary for construction, public water
e pdlicies as provided by California

Impact LU-2: Conflicts with exis!
conveyance facility

Effects related to conflicts with exist 'ses under Alternative 6B would be similar to those
described for Alternative 1B. As for Al e 1B, construction and operation of physical facilities
for water conveyance would create temporary or permanent conflicts with existing land uses where
they would requive tk emoval of structures or sever critical access routes.

The removal of stantial number of existing permanent structures as a result of constructing the

e facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative.

igation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
DWR]
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Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as a result of constructing the
proposed water conveyance facility

Effects related to any potential division of an existing community as a result of the construction of
water conveyance facilities under Alternative 6B would be similar to those described for Alternative
1B. Because the construction of structures related to water conveyance would not permanently nor
physically divide any existing community under this alternative, this effect is not considered
adverse. However, because these activities would interfere with existing permanent structures and
conflict with land use designations, these effects would be considered adverse under Impacts'
and LU-2.

significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. However because these facilities wot
with existing permanent structures, these impacts would be considered significa

implementation of BDCP conservation components ag
effect of species-level stressors would be the same und
Alternative 1B. Because the precise location for the im
known at this time, a conclusion about the consis /
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation ofithis alternative would be anticipated to
result in substantial inconsistencies with lo nd u e regulatlons due to the amount ofland area
targeted for restoration actions. W '
direct, adverse effect.

not known at thls point, a conclusion abgutithe consistency of this alternative with local land use
regulatlons cannot be made however 1mplementatlon of this alternatlve would be anticipated to

of structures or sever critical access routes. mplementation of this alternative would be
anticipated to result in substantial conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a direct,
adverse effect.
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1 CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise locations and types of restoration to be implemented are
2 unknown at this point, no definitive conclusion can be made about the potential for restoration
3 actions to result in the permanent conversion of land uses (including displacement of existing
4 structures and residences) due to the construction of permanent features of the facility, nor can a
5 conclusion be made with regard to the degree of indirect impacts, which could occur primarily as a
6 result of incompatibility with adjacentland uses or the loss or increased difficultly of access to
7 parcels. However, implementationof this alternative would be anticipated to result in substantial
8 conflicts with current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for restoration actions.
9 Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a significant, unavoidable impact.
10 Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity of this impact, but not to a less-than-si
11 level. '
12 Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss
13
14 implementation of the proposed project.
15 [Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developedfurth ;
16 DWR]
17 Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing commumty a
18 proposed conservation components
19 Effects related to the physical division of an existing co
20 same as those described for Alternative 1A. Becaust cise location for the implementation of
21 conservation activities is not known at this time jon about this alternatives potential to
22 divide an existing community cannot be made s related to dividing an existing community as a
23 result of the implementation of conservation com onerts would not be anticipated to be adverse
24 under this alternative.
25 CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise locatign for the implementation of conservation activities is
26 not known at this point, a conclusion ab alternative’s potential to divide an existing
27 community cannot be made however, because large-scale restoration actions that take place in
28 areas suitable for open space resource Conservatlon and habltat are not likely to create permanent
29 physical divisi i

30 13.3.3.13

31

32

33

34

35 ,

36 structures on land governed by the general plans of Yolo, Solano, Sacramento, and Contra Costa

37 Counties. Construction activities under Alternative 6C would create inconsistencies with many of the
38 designated land uses identified by the general plans of these counties.

39 [Note to reviewer: NEPA conclusion pending completion of analysis; however, implementation of this
40 alternative is anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to
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the size and number of structuresnecessary for construction. Widespreadinconsistencieswith land use
designations would result in a direct, adverse effect.]

CEQA Conclusion: [Note to reviewer: conclusionpending completionof analysis; while implementation
of this alternative would otherwise be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local
land use regulations due to the size and number of structuresnecessary for construction,public water
supply and treatment facilities are exempt from local land use policies as provided by California
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.]

Impact LU-2: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of constructing the proposed w
conveyance facility

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 6C would be iden
described for Alternative 1C. As for Alternative 1C, construction and operation ofiph
for water conveyance under Alternative 6C would create temporary or permane

routes.

The removal of a substantial number of existing permanent striicture as aresultof constructing the
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse ef f this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Due to the interference with and n
permanent structures associated with the constructi
considered a significant, unavoidable impact. Mitigatio
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level. ,’

. However, because these activities would interfere with existing permanent
d conflict with land use designations, these effects would be considered adverse under
-1 and LU-2.

divide an existing community under this alternative, this impact would be considered less than
significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. However, because these facilities would interfere
with existing permanent structures, these impacts would be considered significant under Impact
LU-2.
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Impact LU-4: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of
implementing the proposed conservation components

Effects related to incompatibility with local land use plans and policies resulting from
implementation of BDCP conservation components and those measures designed to reduce the
effect of species-level stressors would be the same under Alternative 6C as those described under
Alternative 1C. Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is not
known at this time, a conclusion about the consistency for this alternative with local land use
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipaté to
result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land are
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would re :
direct, adverse effect.

it of land area
ieswould resultina
significant, unavoidable impact.

Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses as a
conservation components

ve 6C would be the same as those
described for Alternative 1C because the propose ion components would be the same
under both alternatives. As with Alternative 1C, it

create temporary or permanent conflicts wi

anticipated to result in substanti
targeted for restoration actions.
adverse effect.

unknown at this point, no definitive conclusion can be made about the potential for restoration
actions to resultin th

result of inc
parcels.

with adjacentland uses or the loss or increased difficultly of access to
iplementation of this alternative would be anticipated to result in substantial

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.
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1 [Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
2 DWR]
3 Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing community as a result of implementing the
4 proposed conservation components
5 Effects related to the physical division of an existing community under Alternative 6C would be the
6 same as those described for Alternative 1A. Because the precise location for the implementation of
7 conservation activities is not known at this time, a conclusion about this alternatives potent'/i'\é to
8 divide an existing community cannot be made. Effects related to dividing an existing communiiy 2
9 result of the implementation of conservation components would not be ant1c1pated to be ad,

10 under this alternative.

11 CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conset

12 not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide

13

14

15

16 13.3.3.14

17

18 Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use pl

19 the proposed water conveyance facility

20 Incompatibility with land use regulations stem rom the construction of water conveyance

21 structures under Alternative 7 would be simil ose described for Alternative 1A, Under

22 Alternative 7, however, only three intake f: be constructed, resulting in conflicts with
23 . ially, land designated for Natural Preserve.

24 feultural cropland would be permanently converted
25 es or XX acres of farmland that would be converted
26 under Alternative 1A. Temporary conflictsrelated to intake construction would convert XX acres of
27 agricultural cropland, rather than XX acres or XX acres, which would be temporarily converted

28 under Alternative.1A:Dépending on final selection of intake locations, Alternative 7 could

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37 the size and number of structuresnecessary for construction.Widespread inconsistencieswith land use
38 designations would result in a direct, adverse effect.]

39 CEQA Conclusion: [Note to reviewer: conclusionpending completionof analysis; while implementation
40 of this alternative would otherwise be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local

41 land use regulations due to the size and number of structures necessary for construction, public water
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

supply and treatment facilities are exempt from local land use policies as provided by California
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.]

Impact LU-2: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of constructing the proposed water
conveyance facility

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 7 would be similar to those
described for Alternative 1A. However, potential variation in the severity of these effects would
result from potentially different intake locations. As for Alternative 1A, construction and op

routes.

The removal of a substantial number of existing permanent structures as a resul
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alt

CEQA Conclusion: Due to the interference with and necessary removal of a
permanent structures associated With the Construction of water convey ‘

this impact, butnottoa less than-significant level

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensat

DWR will compensate property owners for the full
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure ede ;lbopedfurther with input/guidance from

DWR]

Impact LU-3: Physical division o
proposed water conveyance faci ty

munity as a result of constructing the

Effects related to any potential divisi 1 existing community as a result of the construction of
water conveyance facilities under Alternatlve 7 would be similar to those described for Alternative
1A; however, only the thr: eintake facilities, potentially including Intake CER 3, would be
constructed, red"w'cing potential effects to the community of Hood associated with the
construction of Intake Alt4. Because the construction of structures related to water conveyance
would not perm tly nor'p ysically divide any existing community under this alternative, this
effect is not considered adverse. However, because these activities would interfere with existing
: nd conflict with land use designations, these effects would be considered
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Impact LU-4: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policies as a result of
implementing the proposed conservation components

Effects related to incompatibility with local land use plans and policies resulting from
implementation of BDCP conservation components and those measures designed to reduce the
effect of species-level stressors under Alternative 7 would be similar to those described under
Alternative 1A. However, under Alternative 7, 40 linear miles of channel margin habitat would be
enhanced and 20,000 acres of seasonally-inundated floodplain would be restored, as compared with
20 linear miles and 10,000 acres, respectively, under Alternative 1A. Thus, to the extent that
implementation of channel margin habitat enhancementand seasonally-inundated floodplain

consistency of this alternative with local land use regulations cannot be made; ho eﬁ(er,
implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to result in substanti,
local land use regulations due to the amount of land area targeted for restora

targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, wides
significant, unavoidable impact.

Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses

a result of implementing the proposed
conservation components :

der Alternative 7 would be similar to those
described for Alternative 1A. However, potent ariation to the severity of these effects could
result from different target acreages. As in Alternative 1A, implementation of conservation activities
could create temporary or permanent contflicts with existing land uses where they would require the
removal of structures or sever critical access routes. This alternative would beanticipated to result
flicks w h current land uses due to the amount of land area targeted for
e they toloccur, widespread conflicts would resultin a direct, adverse effect.

Effects related to conflicts with e

restoration actio

e precise locations and types of restoration to be implemented are

CEQA Conclusion:

isio) be made with regard to the degree of indirect impacts, which could occur primarily as a
esult of incompatibility with adjacentland uses or the loss or increased difficultly of access to

Were they to occur, widespread conflicts would result in a significant, unavoidable impact.
Mitigation Measure LU-1would reduce the severity of this impact, but not to a less-than-significant

level.
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13.3.3.15 Alternative 8—Dual Convt ya

California Department of Water Resources Land Use

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
DWR]

Impact LU-6: Physical division of an existing community as a result of implementing the
proposed conservation components

Effects related to the physical division of an existing community under Alternative 7 would
similar to those described for Alternative 1A. However, potential variation to the severityof t
effects could result from different target acreages. Because the precise location for the™:

alternatives potential to divide an existing community cannot be made. Effec
existing community as a result of the implementation of conservation comp

s that take place in
ot likely to create permanent

» with Increased Delta Outflow

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local se plans and policies as a result of constructing

the proposed water conveyance f;

rom the construction of water conveyance
al to those described for Alternative 7.

Like Alternative 7, Alternative 8 would p e temporary and permanent structures on lands
designated for other uses by the general plans of Yolo, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and
nstructlon of the water conveyance facilities would create inconsistencies

supply dnd treatment facilities are exempt from local land use policies as provided by California
Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.]
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Impact LU-2: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of constructing the proposed water
conveyance facility

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 8 would be identical to those
described for Alternative 7. As for Alternative 7, construction and operation of physical facilities for
water conveyance would create temporary or permanent conflicts with existingland uses where
they would require the removal of structures or sever critical access routes.

The removal of a substantial number of existing permanent structures as a result of construeting the
water conveyance facility would be considered a direct, adverse effect of this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Due to the interference with and necessary removal of a substantial n

permanent structures associated with the construction of water conveyance faciliti "
considered a significant, unavoidable impact. Mitigation Measure LU-1would red;
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property los
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be deyelope
DWR] '

proposed water conveyance facility

Effects related to any potential division of an

8 would be identical to those described for Alternative
ted to water conveyance would not permanently nor

conflict with land use designations, the
and LU-2.

igation is required. However, because these facilities would interfere
with existin anent structures, these impacts would be considered significant under Impact
LU-2. :

effect of species-level stressors under Alternative 8 would be similar to those described under
Alternative 1A. Potential variation from Alternative 1A would be anticipated to be minor but could
result from the selection of different acreage targets for conservation activities under this
alternative. Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is not
known at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use
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California Department of Water Resources Land Use

regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to

result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would result in a
direct, adverse effect.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to
result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of landarea
targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would result ing
significant, unavoidable impact. |

Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of implementing th
conservation components

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under this alternative wo

minor but could result from the selection of different acreage targets f,
under this alternative. As with Alternative 1A, implementation of

ion components could
create temporary or permanent conflicts with existing land use )

yuld require the

,, storation to be implemented are
de about the potential for restoration
uses (including displacement of existing
‘of permanent features of the facility, nor can a
rect impacts, which could occur primarily as a
‘the loss or increased difficultly of access to
rnative would be anticipated to result in substantial
conflicts with current land uses due to the'amount of land area targeted for restoration actions.
Were they to occur, widesprgad conflicts would result in a significant, unavoidable impact.
Mitigation Measy ould reduce the severity of this impact, but not to a less-than-significant

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise locations
unknown at this point, no definitive conclusion cz
actions to result in the permanent conversi

easure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

' sate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to

LU-6: Physical division of an existing community as a result of implementing the
proposed conservation components

Effects related to the physical division of an existing community under Alternative 8 would be
similar to those described under Alternative 1A. Potential variation from Alternative 1A would be
anticipated to be minor but could result from the selection of different acreage targets for
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13.3.3.16 Alternative 9—Separate Corridors

California Department of Water Resources Land Use

conservation activities under this alternative. Because the precise location for the implementation of
conservation activities is not known at this time, a conclusion about this alternatives potential to
divide an existing community cannot be made. Effects related to dividing an existing community as a
result of the implementation of conservation components would not be anticipated to be adverse
under this alternative.

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide an existing .

community cannot be made; however, because, large-scale restoration actions that take placké ,
areas suitable for open space, resource conservation, and habitat are not likely to create permanei
physical divisions in existing communities, this impact is anticipated to be less than signifi '

Impact LU-1: Incompatibility with local land use plans and policiesasar
the proposed water conveyance facility

Alternative 9 would result in the construction of permanentand tem
the proposed water conveyance and fish movement corridors
plans of Sacramento, San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and Alameda C
would require land use activities that would be inconsiste;

ascribed to the study area in the general plans of these

existing land uses as they pertain to the proposet ¢
Similarly, because operable barrlers Would

d treatment facilities are exempt from county land use designations and zoning as set forth
1ia Government Code Sections 53091 and 53096.

ary project features in Sacramento County associated with the construction of the water
conveyance facility would include work and staging areas and spoils and/or “borrow then spoils”
areas. These features would occupy approximately XX acres, on land designated as Agricultural
Cropland, combined Agricultural Cropland and Resource Conservation, Recreation, and Natural
Preserve. These features would likely be in place for the first 10 years of project implementation
(i.e., during the near-term implementation or project construction period). During that period, lands
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designated as Agricultural Cropland would be temporarily converted to non-agricultural use, as
described in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. Once project construction is completed, these areas
would be returned to preproject conditions.

San Joaquin County

Alternative 9 would result in the permanent conversion of XX, XX, XX acres of land designated as
Agriculture, Open Space/Resource Conservation, and Very Low Density Residential, respectively, in
San Joaquin County primarily due to the construction of permanent access roads, borrow are;
or enlarged water channels, pumping plants, a canal segment, an on-channel levee, and 12 kV and
480 V transmission line with associated towers. Additionally, small portions of land dedlcat:, :
12 kV hne permanent access road and potentlal borrow area Would conflict with land de51gn

of land de51gnated as Agriculture, XX acres of Open Spaf
Recreatlon Residential, and XX acres of land de51gnated

Under Alternative 9, permanent pI‘O]eCt water conveyance features in Contra Costa County would
include two Canal segmentsand an associated control structure, borrow areas, permanent access

e goals of the Contra Costa County general plan related to this land use
,'which focus on the preservation of land for recreation over the placement of new

area of land running through a proposed new canal segment is designated Public/Semi-
Public. The Public/Semi-Public designation includes properties owned by public governmental
agencies such as libraries, fire stations, and schools. This designation is also applied to public
transportation corridors, as well as privately owned transportation and utility corridors. The
Public/Semi-Public designation applies to properties owned by public agencies and privately-owned
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transportation and utility corridors. Because this designation exists for large-scale infrastructure
and utilities, these project features would be consistent with this designation.

Temporary project features in Contra Costa County associated with the construction of the water
supply and fish movement corridors would consist of work and staging areas, spoils and borrow
then spoils areas, dredging areas, and a barge facility work area. These features would occupy
approximately XX acres of land designated Delta Recreation and Resources and XX acres of land
designated Public/Semi-Public. These temporary features would likely be in place for the first 10
years of project implementation (i.e., during the near-term implementation or project const 1cti
period). Temporary land use conflicts would be of the same nature as the permanent conflicts
described above; however, they would occur over a shorter period of time (up to 10 years)a
project construction is completed, these areas would be returned to preproject condltlon

Alameda County

Under Alternative 9, the permanent, project features proposed for Alameda G
new or expanded channels, and a new on-channel levee. These features woul
acres of land designated as Large Parcel Agrlculture Temporary featu

[Note to reviewer: NEPA conclusion pending completio
alternative is anticipated to result in substantial inconsig
the size and number of structuresnecessary for co
designations would result in a direct, adverse effec

structures throughout the project footprint, but particularly on and near Hammer Island. This would
be necessary for the modification channels and the construction of new levees south of Clifton Court
Forebay. Mitigation Measure LU-1 would potentially reduce the severity of this impact, but not to a
less-than-significant level.]
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Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide compensation for property loss

DWR will compensate property owners for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from
DWR]

Impact LU-3: Physical division of an existing community as a result of constructing the:,
proposed water conveyance facility

Constructlon of the phy51cal features associated with Alternatlve 9 Would potentlally tem

and from points west of the Sacramento River by temporarlly removing access {;
bridge that directly connects Walnut Grove with the west side of the river. Howe
would not resultin the permanent physical division of the community; thus, t
access would not be considered an adverse effect. Because the constructlo
water conveyance Would not permanently nor physically d1v1de any exi

s would interfere
effects would be

CEQA Conclusion: Because no structure built for the p!
divide an existing community under this alternative, a1
restrictions would be mitigated for with implementati
alternate access routes and Mitigation Measure T ‘

structures, these impacts would be onsidered sign icant under Impact LU-2.

Impact LU-4: Incompatibility withilocal land use plans and policies as a result of
implementing the proposed conservation components

Effects related to incompatibility with local land use plans and policies resulting from
implementationef BDCP conservation components and those measures designed to reduce the
effect of species-] ssors tiader Alternative 9 would be similar to those described under
Alternative 1A. P i
result from th

es is not known at this time, a conclusion about the consistency of this
vith local land use regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this
e would be anticipated to result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use

CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about the consistency of this alternative with local land use
regulations cannot be made; however, implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to
result in substantial inconsistencies with local land use regulations due to the amount of land area
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targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread inconsistencies would resultin a
significant, unavoidable impact.

Impact LU-5: Conflicts with existing land uses as a result of implementing the proposed
conservation components

Effects related to conflicts with existing land uses under Alternative 9 would be similar to those

described under Alternative 1A. Potential variation from Alternative 1A would be ant1c1pated to be
minor but could result from the selection of different areas for restoration activities or
implementation of other conservation measures based on the location and nature of the physié k

would be anticipated to result in substantial conflicts with current land uses due
land area targeted for restoration actions. Were they to occur, widespread confli
direct, adverse effect.

actions to resultin the permanent conversion of land uses (mcl
structures and residences) due to the construction of
conclusion be made with regard to the degree of indire
result of incompatibility with adjacentland uses or the
parcels. However, implementation of this alternati
conflicts with current land uses due to the amou

of the facility, nor cana
ould occur primarily as a

' fd area: targeted for restoration actions.
nificant, unavoidable 1mpact

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide com ensétionfor propertyloss

DWR will compensate property ow

es for the full value of any property loss due to
implementation of the proposed project.

[Note to reviewers: This mitigation measure will be developed further with input/guidance from

physteal water conveyance features associated with each alternative. Because the precise location
for the implementation of conservation activities is not known at this time, a conclusion about this
alternatives potential to divide an existing community cannot be made. Effects related to dividing an
existing community as a result of the implementation of conservation components would not be
anticipated to be adverse under this alternative.
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CEQA Conclusion: Because the precise location for the implementation of conservation activities is
not known at this point, a conclusion about this alternative’s potential to divide an existing
community cannot be made; however, conservation componentimplementation would not be
anticipated to result in significant impacts within the Delta Region.

13.3.4  Cumulative Analysis

[Note to reviewers: this section is still being developed]

This cumulative impact analysis considers projects that could affect the same resources and, w
relevant, in the same time frame as the Proposed Project, resulting in a cumulative impact,{
and local communities are expected to change as a result of past, present, and reason:

project is then described and its relationship to the resource imp.
Project is discussed. ! '

o Alternative Intake Project

o CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program
o Cecchini Ranch
= Clifton Court Forebay-Jones Pumping Pla
o Delta Wetlands
o Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Res
o East Altamont Energy Center Po
o Freeport Regional Water Project

£ Ironhouse Satit istrict Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion

£ South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Project

o South Delta Improvements Program
o Suisun Marsh Restoration Program

o Projectsin Contra Costa General Plan
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1 o Projects in San Joaquin County General Plan

2 o Other Development Projects

3 The above list of related projects evaluated for cumulative impacts includes a number of projects

4 that would convert agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses., The Project, in conjunction with other
5 projects that convert agricultural land to other uses, would not be consistent with general plan or

6 DPC’s principles that promote the retention and production of agricultural land as described in this
7 chapter. .

8

A number of CALFED actions and regional and local projects would contribute to cumulative
9 changes in land uses in the vicinity of BDCP alternatives (Delta Wetlands, San Joaquin Rive i
10 Restoration Program, Suisun Marsh Restoration Program, Mountain House Develoﬁf‘ﬁ
11 River [slands Development Project, and a power facility development project). Othex
12 activities could also contribute to cumulative land use impacts. Overall, cumulativ

13 would involve temporary and permanent conversion of agricultural land to ng

14

15

16

17 projects in the vicinity of the BDCP alternatives, Mountain Hous

18 would be approximately 7,241 acres. Overall, this cumulative lo

19

20 00 d property cumulative
21 able future projects within the study
22 area are anticipated.

23 These land use impacts are cumulatively co nd unavoidable.
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